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Author's Note

| wish there was space to name all the people who deserve my thanks. But at least | must mention
my friends Arthur Gibson, David Godfrey and Harry Whittaker, who went through the first draft
with a finetoothed comb and pointed out all its shortcomings. (Those that remain are not due to
their inefficiency, but to my obstinacy!)

Then there is Prof. F. F. Bruce of Maesker University who advised me on the text of
chapters 16 to 18, and Mr. Alan W. Fowler of Bridgend General Hospital on the sections dealing
with medicine and anthropology.

And | shall never forget how Miss Rita Dyson typed the whole thing twice, and bits of it three
or four times, accurately afgklieve it or not cheerfully.

To them and many other willing helpers | owe a great deal. | won't say that | don't know what |
should have done without them, because | do know.

| should have failed to produdieis book.
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PART ONE

Facts are awkward things
I
Why Bother?

The next time you scratch your finger and raise
forget about it. Pause for a moment and reflect. That red blob the size of a pin head is one of the
wonders of the world.

Floating around in it like a shoal of microscopic jellyfish are some five million red cells.
Every one of them is a distinct living creature. It is born, it lives and works for about four
months, and then grows old and dies.

Scattered thinly among the red cells are about ten thousand white cells. There are five
different types of these, and their average life span is only a few days. Then there are another
quarter of a million floahg specks called platelets, and hundreds of different chemicals in
solution, al mixed up in an apparently hopeless confusiod all contained in a spot no bigger
than a pinbés head.

Yet in the midst of this seeming chaos there is order and purpose. The blood surging
ceaselessly round your body provides a better
services put together. Those red cells are like miniature gas cylinders. They collect oxygen from
your lungs and deliver it to practically all your celland there are far more cells in your body
than there are people on earth.

Almost every one of the vast array of chemicals in your bloodstream is on its way to one of a
myriad destinations. Some of the sugar and glucose derived from your last meal is heading for
your muscles, there to be consumed as fuel. If you ate too much of that chocolate cake, the
excess sugar is being sent to your liver, to be stored until your muscles need it.

Other kinds of food products are needed for bodyding; they are speeding in all directions
to the organs that will make use of them. lodineeastished for the thyroid, phosphorus for the
teeth, calcium for the bones, amino acids for the tissues.

Carbon dioxide is travelling to the lungs to be breathed out. Urea and other waste products are
making for the kidneys to be excreted. Millions of red blood cells die every minute, but although

their work is finished they are not expelled from the body. They contain an elemamt that

the body does not acquire very easily. It is too precious to be thrown away. So most of these cells

are consignedtone of the bodyodés chemical factories to
iron are carefully preserved, to be used again in the manufacture of new red cells.

A wide variety of hormones travels along the red river carrying messages. Created in one part

of the body, they instruct some other part of t
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instance, and his beard begins to grow, when the hormones from his sex glands tell his throat and
his face that it is time for him to sound and to look kkean.

Other components of the blood are there just to keep us from harm. It carries its own puncture
repair kit. Its watery base, the plasma, contains a protein called fibrinogen. Aided by the
suspended platelets this forms a kpiikgging clot whenever it comes into contact with the air.
Without fibrinogen we should bleed to death from a cut finger.

The most common type of white blood cell provides a mobile defence force. When infection
strikes one part of the body, millions of these white warriory@ae on the scene and slaughter
the invading bacteria. Other defenders, the antibodies, have a more limited role. Each antibody
spells death to only one kind of deadly organism. Fortunately for us the blood contains many
different kinds of antibody, so that between them they protect us from a multitude of diseases.

Facts Worth Finding Out

Just a tiny bloodstain on a handkerchief. Something so copiaea that you would not
normally give it a second glance. Yet when you examine it more closely, itfaasi@ating tale
to tell.

The Bible is rather like that. It is so well known that everybody takes it for granted. Yet very
few peoplereally know what it is like inside. One purpose of this book is to open up the Bible,
and show how interesting it is to those who look beneath its surface.

But there is an even better reason for looking into the Bible. Unlike ordinary books the Bible
makes an astonishing cl ai m. iRead me, believe m
fand the Credaé¢ofulbfumnihver sse will give you a prioc

In these days of slick salesmen and confidence tricksters, this seems altogether too good to be
true. Many people take the easy way out. They d
giving them a second thought.

Others behave more thoughtfully. Perhaps they are motivated by a sense of fair play, and do not
wish to condemn anything without first giving it a hearing. Perhaps they are moved by that
powerful urge, the spirit of curiosity which liegltind all research and discovery. Whatever the
reason, they are prepared to examine a few facts about the Bible. This book is for people like
them.

Discovering facts and weighing their implications is always a wdrille job. But it is not
always an easy one. Facts can be such awkward things at times.

For example, if the postman comes one morning with an electricity bill for thirty pounds and
a statement from the bank indicating that you have a credit balance of eleven pounds and
fourpence, you naturglifeel rather uncomfortable. Here are some unpleasant facts demanding to
be faced. Whatodés to be done about iit?

People react differently in a situation like that. Some people would push the two letters out of
sight, go off to work, and forget all about it. They seem to think that if they ignore the problem it
will go away.
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Ot hers might get hot wunder the collar about it
man from the Electricity Board read the meter wrongly? Have the boys secretly been kezping th
electric fire in their bedroom burning all night? Or has that computer system at the bank slipped
up?

You can only feel sorry for people like that. Their prejudicedoolit sticks out like a
television aeri al on a minicar. That 0s the fui
prejudices are always so obvious, but it is often very hard indeed to see our own.

The Layout of this Book

That is why this book has been divided into two main parts. There is probably more prejudice

about the Bible than alot any other subject on earth. So many fantastic untruths have been told

about the Bible that it is practically impossible for a newcomer to approach it with an unbiased

mind. The Nazi propaganda minister, Dr. Goebbel:
bi gger the I|lie, the more readily people wildl S W
bound to stick.

Consequently, the average man starts off with the assumption that the Bible cannot possibly
be true. This puts the writer of a bookdithis in a fix. What should he do? Start on the
defensive, and show how weak are the arguments used to attack the Bible? Or plunge straight in
with the positive evidence that the Bible is true?

In making my decision, | have been guided by the advice of a nineteamtilry enthusiast.
ADefend the Bimlam?d yhe hdadkledsi sabiogg try to defen:
a fair chance, and it is wel/ able to defend it :

So | decided to make Part One of this book a statement of somekabieafacts about the
Bible. To me there is only one possiblgpnation of these facts: that the Bible is just what it
claims to be, a true and infallible message from God to mankind. But then | am biased in favour
of the Bible, and you, perhaps, are biased against it.

| am not going to ask you to read Part One with an open mind. We all start with convictions of
one sort or another, so that there can be no such thing as a truly open mind. As you read Part
One, you are likely to find yourself thinking,Y e s , this all sounttt very pl
what about all the damning evideragainstt he Bi bl e ? 0

To this perfectly reasonable question there is a simple answer: that is where Part Two comes
in. Part Two attempts to deal with all the most popular objections to the Bible, and you may be
surprised to see how unfair and how trivial most of them are.

I f you are one of those peopilneg wah ofi wchaondéutn nsi tt adn ¢
beginning to end, but have to have a peep at the endiagebgiu get halfway through, you may
be tempted to read Part Two first. But this is not a good idea. You would do better to read Part
One keeping all your problems in reserve; then read Part Two, to see how many of those
problems can be disposed of; and then go back to Part One again, to reconsider the positive
evidence with an easier mind.
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And what of Part Three? That is for people whose minds are half made up. If, when you have
read Parts One and Two, you think there might be something in the Biblalgfteart Three
will tell you how you can settle the matter once and for all.

Not Just for Eggheads

This book is written for ordinary men and women. After all, it was to such folk that Jesus Christ

preached. AiThe common people heard HllJesusglladly,O
2

Hi mself took pleasure in the fact that Ato the i

For this reason | shall stick to simple Englis
| anguageo. The onl wfthatlkiadcvélisoccuy ki beein phsaages guetgce
from other authors.

In the parts of this book that deal with scientific matters, the kind of language used will
probably make my fellow scientists weep. The fact is, you simply cannot talk accurately about
science without using the correct, long, scientific terms. But then, as the foreword to an excellent

nontechnicalboof(published by a British Government sci e
important to be nearly right and understandable, than eavadlly accurate and
i ncomprehensi bl e. 0

In any case, | am not writing this book from the point of view of a scientist, but as a student of
the Bible. Being a scientist might help you to spot the mistakes of other scientists when they
condemn the Bible.

But it would not help you to decide whether the Bible is a message from God. Studying the Bible
for ourselves is the only way we can do that. And we can study the Bible without knowing any
science, or even any of the more useful subjects like Hebrew @tk @nd ancient history. The

only essential equipment is a thoughtful, enquiring mind.

Many of the arguments in this book, especially in Parts One and Three, are based on the text
of the Bible itself. Because most people are more familiar with toalded Authorised (or King
James) Version of the Bible than with any modern version, the majority of the Bible quotations
are from that version. To make the quotations easier to read | have modernised the punctuation in
some places. Sometimes | have slipped thie words of the English Revised Version without
mentioning it, where this gives the sense of the Scriptures more clearly. Whenever any other
translation has been used | have said so.

In other places | have had to base arguments on facts (and opinions) drawn from many
sources. For the sake of any readers who may wish to consult the original sources of information,
details of all the more important ones are given in the notes.

Where a book referred to in this way is marked with a star (*), it means thgaid it as
particularly helpfuland that it is written in language a layman can understand. Some of these
starred books were written a long time ago, and may be out of print now. But they are worth the
trouble of tracking them down, if you can manage it.
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2
A Modern Miracle
Norman is a research physicist who does not believe the Bible and refuses to read it. Whenever |
mention Bible prophecy to him, he smiles condescendingly.
i Of course Bible prophecies have obbeélhey f ul fi |l
remind me of the astrology pages n Ol d Mooreds

i
S
i ndustry?o,; i n Mar ch, 6There wildl h

6Bad weather increases road deat hso; in Februar

e many <cri mes

iYou canot |l ose when you prophesy such obvi ouc

sure to happen that can be made to fit each pro
Bi bl e. o

Poor Norman. He only @oses his own ignorance when he talks like that. The astonishing
thing about the Bible is that it has piresied the most unlikely things. And although some
prophecies are worded in an obscure way, many others are as clear as crystal.

A good example to begin with is the way the Bible has foretold the entire history of the
Jewish people over a period of more than two thousand years.

A Strange History

It is quite possible that you dislike Jews. Many people do. But that is beside the point at the
moment. Whatever we may think about the Jews we cannot deny that they exist, and that they
have a very long and a very strange history.

In the days of Jesus Christ there was a thriving Jewish nation in the land of Israel. Hundreds
of years earlier the nation had been independent, but long before Jesus was born it became a part
of the Roman Empire.

The Jews did not take kindly to being ruled by foreigners. For many years the country seethed
with discontent and rebellion.

Between A.D. 66 and A.D. 135 the Jews fouthree fierce wars of independence. But each
time they were defeated, and by A.D. 135 the Romans had had enough trouble. They were
determined to stop these revolts once and for all.

With typical Roman thoroughness they utterly destroyed Jerusalem and ploughed up its site.
Then they erased its name from their maps, and sent all the inhabitants of Judaea (the main part
of the land of Israel) into exile.

And that, thought the Romans, was that.
But they were wrong. For century after century the Jews suhvédgea nation without a
country. Wherever they went they were hated, treated as an inferior race, made to live in ghettos.

Take for example their history in just one countBngland. We first hear of Jews coming to
England in the reign of William the Cquneror. They were never made very welcome, and in
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1190 a fearful wave of massacres spread from city to city, wiping out Jewish men, women and
children.

For another hundred years the survivors lived an uneasy existence. Then, in 1290, Edward |
expelled d the Jews from Britain.

In 1492 all Jews were expelled from Spain, and some of them came to live secretly in
England, living in fear of their lives if they should be found out. It was not until 1656 that Jews
were officially readmitted to England, by Oliver Cromwell.

Even then they were forced to accept the role of seclasd citizens, somewhat like the
coloured people in South Africa today. After many years of trying to obtain political freedom, it
was only in 1858 that Jews were first allowedtosit Br i t ai ndés parl i ament .

In other countries they often fared worse. As recently as the 1880s Jews had to flee for their
lives from Russia; in the 1930s (if they were wise) from Germany.

In short, for seventeen centuries, on and off, the exiled Jews were persecuted, massacred, or
made to flee for their lives from one country to another. Yet somehow they survived it all.

Then, at the end of the last century, nearly eighteen hundred years after their ancestors were
exiled from it, a few Jews began to tricklack to their homeland. Within the twentieth century
the Jewish population of the land of Israel has risen from a few thousand to more than two
million. By 1948 the Jews there felt sufficiently powerful to proclaim their independence. The
following year the sovereign state of Israel was admitted to membership of the United Nations.

History Written in Advance

With this brief summary of Jewish history in mind, look at what the Old Testament said would
happen to the Jews. As you read the following Biblespag e s , ask yoursel f:
prophecies vaguely worded, or are they clear anc

(1) They would be scattered all over the world, hated, persecuted, and driven from country
to country.
AiThe Lord shal/l scatter thee among all peopl e
other.... Among these nations thou shalt find no ease, neither shall the sole of thy foot have
rest, but the Lord shall give thee there a trembling heart, and failing of eyes and sorrow of
mind.

AnAnd thy | ife shall hang in doubt before thee
have none assurance of thy life. ... And thou shalt become an astonishment, a proverb and a

1
byword among all nations whither the Lord shal
(2) Meanwhile, their land, once so fruitful, would lie desolate.
il wi || scatter you among the nations . .. an

waste. Then shall the land enjoy her sabbaths, as long as it lieth desolate, and ye be in your
. 2 .
enemieéd | and. O

(3) They would survive all these troubles, and would actualliveutheir persecutors.
AThough | make a full end of all nations whi't

full end of theeod
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AThe children of I srael shall abide many day
without a sacrifice . . Afterward shall4the chil dren of | s

(4) Eventually, while still disobeying God, they would go back to their own land again.

il wi || even gat her emblayofi oubaithet chuatriep wherp Vee , and
have been scattered, and | wil!/ give you the |
il do not this for your sakes, O house of Il s
have profaned among the nations, whither ye went.... For | will take you from among the

. 6 .
nations, and gather you out of all countries,
it is even the time of Jacobdés (Il srael o6s) tr

. N

save thee from afar, and thy seed fromthdlanof t heir captivity, and Ja

These seven extracts, taken from five different books, are typical of all Old Testament
teaching about the future of Israel. Everyone, believer and unbeliever alike, agrees that the Old
Testament was written before the time of Christ. Consequently, it is absolutelin adbat the
prophecies about the Jews were written hundreds of years before they were fulfilled.

For the prophecies about the exile of the Jews were not fulfilled until the second century
after Christ. The prophecies about their wanderings were fulfilled continuously from the second
to the ninéeenth centuries. And the prophecies about the return of the Jews to their homeland
were not fulfilled until the twentieth century.

Uncanny Detalil

For many centuriesi nce | ong before the prophecies about
began to be fulfillednen have maelled at the way Bible prophecy and Jewish history have

tallied. It is no wonder that when Frederick Il of Prussia askegtysician for a proof that God

exi st s, he replied, AiThe Jews, Your Maj esty. 0

The broad correspondence between the prophecies and theindulfils wonderful enough.
But some of the detail is enough to make the mind boggle.

In the first passage quoted above, Moses said.
among all nations. 0 How was he to know that, t h
the expression, fiYou miserable old Jew! o when t
And that simm | ar | vy, in nearly every major | anguage on
contempt?

In the second passage, Moses declared that the land would lie desolate while the Jews were in
exile. This was a most unlikely thing to suggest. It was then a prosperous, fertile land. If the Jews
were driven out, you would expect their conquerors to take full advantage of their pleasant land.
But did they? Listen to the words of one of I s
Jewish exile:

i Me a n vilieiLdncaf Israel slumbered on and lay waste.
Oof the o6l and flowing with milk and honeyb6, e
became barren. The garden was now a desert and malarial swamps collected where once were

S 8 . .
smiling plains. o
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The third passage must have sounded equally preposterous when Jeremiah wrote it. God
would do away with the mighty nations that persecuted Israel, but little Israel would outlive them
all.

When the mighty Roman Empire crushed Jerusalem under its heel and made fsles/es o
inhabitants, a sacred copy of the Old Tewat from the temple was carried in triumph to Rome.
Just suppose that one of the Roman Emperor6s co
most power f ul man on eart h, nO Caesar, it prophe
end, but that these miseb | e Jews wi | | live on. 0 How the Empe
incredible prophecy came true.

Now look at the sixth passage quoted. It says that God would bring Israel back tavheir o
land, not because of their godliness, baspite their ungodlinessVhat ordinary writer would
have written such an unflattering thing about his countrymen? Yet, once more, every detail of the
prophecy has come true, as the following incident shows.

A few years ago | had dinner at a scientific conference in Italy with a iemdus scientist
from Haifa, in Israel. | asked him what it felt like to be fulfilling Bible prophecy as a member of
Goddés own nation.

He gave a polite |Iktateitaughe fHWat donéte baod
building up the State of Israel are doing so for economic or political reasons, not because we
have any religious convictions. o0

His words are frequently confirmed by reports from journalists visiting Israel. For example:

fOne can see that the founders of the politiec
or nonpractising Jews.

AMrs Meir [the Prime Minister] told me, as sh
that she hewsedvfvants Yeawensomnd. .. Many of the | sr
. 9 . . . . \

practices and agnostic in their... views.DOo

Why Hitler Failed

There is another kind of prophecy about the Jews that has bdéadidgain and again, at
different periods of history. The most spectacular fulfilment of it occurred quite recently. It
related to the late Adolf Hitler and his Nazis.

In the middle 1930s Hitl er 6 sadgio matiomeBythe conque
summer of 1940s everything had gone acogrdo pbn. The whole of the mainland of Western
Europe was bowing to the Nazis, and it looked as though the German war machine was
unstoppable.

Yet within five years Hitlero6s mutilated body
Nazi Germany was no more. What went wrong? How did Hitler fail, after coming so close to
success?

Hi storians wusually explain Hitlerds failure by
bombing British civilian targets instead of airfields in 1940, and invading Rus&@4ih) when
Hitler overuled the carefully laid plans of his own generals. But this only throws the problem a
stage further back. Why did a brilliant leader like Hitler make so many fatal mistakes?
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The real answer to these questions is a very simple one, but so unexpected that historians
usually miss it. God had said of Israel:
ACursed be every one that curseth thee,

And bl essed be ﬁoe t hat bl esseth thee. 0

When the Nazi party adopted Hitlerdéds plan to -
death varrant. God had warned the world that He would oppose those who opposed His nation,
Israel. By murdering millions of Jews the Nazis were challenging the Almighty to His face. No
wonder they lost the war!

But the German nation as a whole was ashamed of what the Nazis had done to the Jews. After
the war the new German government decided to m
when they could ill afford to be so generous, the Germans made what has been called the greatest
act of national generosity irl &istory.

Picture the situation in 1945. All over Germany, houses aridrfas lay in ruins. The cream
of the nationdbs youth was dead or in captivity
starving. The victorious allies were demanding compensation for what they had suffered. The
future for Germany looked altogether hopeless.

Yet t he West Ger man Government deci ded, despi
goods and money, to pay hundreds of millions of pounds in compensation to Jews who had
suffered through the war. They did not lose by their generosity. The land that lay in ruins in 1945
was, by 1965, almost the richest in Europe.
Hitler had | earnt that God keeps His threats:
Postwa r Germany | earnt t hat God also keeps His
thee. 0

For Every Effect, A Cause

A very large number of scientists believe in God. Themetlieasonf or t hi s. Americads
space scientist Dr. Wernher von Braun, has put itrintahell:

nOne of the most f undame n hoting in thewBysicalfworld at ur al
ever happens without a causthere simply cannot be a creation without some kind of
spiritual creator.
- . . Anything as well ordered and perfectly created as is our earth and universe must have a

Maker, a malsl(The italicd @esming.n er . 0O

Even i f you are not yet ready to agree with v
God, you are bound to accept his first sentence. Nothing everdsaptbout a cause. This is a
fundamental law of science. It is also plain common sense.

Now apply this principle to the facts outlined in this chapter.

Thousands of years ago Moses, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Hosea (whose words have been quoted)
and several other Old Testament prophets foretold the future history of the Jewish people. Their
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prophecies were expressed in clear language and were full of detail. Throughout the past two
thousand years everything has happened just as they said it would.

Thisaston s hi ng f act cries out for an explanation.
What was the fAcauseo that | ed alll those Hebrew

such uncanny accuracy?

Ask an atheist that question, and then watch his reactions. If he is an intelligent man, well

i nformed of the facts, he is most unl i kely to s
only invite the rejoinder, Alf you can believe t
Instead, he will probably look very lean e d , and suggest that it is 0

religious genius of the Hebr euntlyoathirk@bouti.hi s sour
Then it reminds you of the Russian general who was asked by a Western journalist how the

Russian engineers had succeeded in building rockets more powerful than anything the Americans

had produced. He replied: AQui te si rpniniet. It is
society. o

Answers like that are clever. They sound very impressive. They coigplidege the
awkward question. And they explain nothing.

Yet this sort of evasion is the only answer that you are likely to get from an atheist. | say this
from personal experience, because in my younger days | spent many a Saturday afternoon on a
soapbox at Speakerdés Corner in Londondés Hyde Pe
and again | used to put forward these facts about the Jews, and challenge the audience to explain
them. But never once did | get a reasonable answer.

No, there is only onemswer that fits the facts. That is the answer given by the Bible itself:

AnSurely the Lord God will do nothing, but (unl
12

the prophets. 0

AnAnd i f thou say in thine heart, 6How shall
spoken?6 When a prophet speaketh in the name o
to pass, that is the thilang which the Lord hath
It is as if the Bible says to us i 1Godwi | | pr o\
Fal se prophets cannot foretell the future. But ¢
history of the Jewish race. 0

And it has.
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3
More History Written in Advance

While the Old Testament was being written Israel was surrounded by a number of nations, most
of which no longer exist. Some of them were great powers, like Egypt, Babylonia, Assyria and
Phoenicia. Others were quite small nations (just as Israel herself was a small nation) such as
Syria, Edom, Moab, and Ammon.

Israel had a ged deal of contact with these nations. She traded with them; sometimes she went
to war with them; and all too often she was corrupted by their idolatrous religions.

Consequently the prophets of Israel sometimes mentioned these other nations. They condemned
them when they behaved wickedly, and occasionally praised them when they did what God
required of them. And as with Israel, only much more briefly, their future history was sometimes

foretold. Whenever such prophecies were made, as John Urgquhart ha:s1 theywvere fulfilled
with great accuracy.

A Tale of Two cities

Two of the most splendid cities of the ancient world were Babylon and Tyre. Babylon was the
capital of the land we now call Irag. Eventually she conquered so much territory that she ruled
the mightiest empire the world had then seen. Tyre, a seaport, was the capital city of the
Phoenicians. Her navy dominated the Med#&pean, and her traders owned the greatest fleet of
merchant ships in the ancient world.

The Bible said plainly that ea of these cities was to be punished for its wickedness. But the
nature of their punishments was to be very different.

Babylon was to be destroyed, and to remain a collectioniohahited ruins.
Tyre was also to be destroyed, but not to remain as ruins. In her case, the very stones of the city
were all to be cast into the sea.

Here are the actual words of Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel.

BABYLON: i And Babyl on, the glory of ki ngdoms, t he
shall be as when God overthr&sdom andGomorrah. It shakver be inhabitedheither shall

it be dwelt in from generation to generation. Neither shall the Arabian pitch tent there, neither

shall the shepherds make their fold there. But wild beasts of the desert shall lie there, and their

2
houses shall be full of dol ef ul creatures, and

it s hoarhote inbabitedor ever, neither shall it be dwelt in from generation to
generation. . .. And they shall not take of thee a stone for a corner, nor a stanséatibns,
but thou shalt balesolate for eversaith the Lord.... And Babylon shall become heaps, a
dwel ling place for jackals, an astonishment, an

TYRE: AAnd they shal.ll make a spoi l of thy riche
And they shall break down thy walls, and destroy thy pleasant houses, and they shall lay thy
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stones and thy timber and thy dusthe midst of the water. And | will make thee like the top
of arock. Thou shalt be a place to spreadse upon. Thou sHalt be built

You can visit the sites of both these cities today, and see how precisely the prophecies have
been fulfilled. Babylon, whose haing gardens were once one of the seven wonders of the
world, and whose surrounding countryside was then a fertile plain, now lies deserted.

Many other ancient cities have had modern cities built on top of them. But not Babylon. As far
as the eye can see |ie the deserted heaps of ru
excawated. Not even a Bedouin encampment breaks the monotony, for the ruins are too
inhospitable to provide grazing for their flocks, and in any case they have a reputation of being
haunted. Only wild beasts and birds find a dwelling place among the fallen towers of Babylon.

Now read again the words of Isaiah and Jeremiah quoted above.
Ask yourself: how were they able to describe this scene so accurately? For more than a thousand
years their words have, tinmabieHalfyler; dngou wilhpsovel e nge d t
the Bible false!o But nobody has taken up the ¢

I f you wish to survey the ruins of ancient Tyr
suit. History tells how the ruins of the city really were cast into the sea, hundreds of years after
Ezekiel had said they would be. In 332 B.C. Alexander the Great wanted to subdue an island
fortress off the coast, near the ruins of the former city. He achieved his aim by building a
causeway Out to the island, and he used the remains ehaigire for material.

Every scrap of rubble from the ruins of Tyre was used by Alexander, so that the site really was,
as Ezeki el put it, fAmade | i ke the top of a rock
old city was never built on again. The city of Tyre mentioned in the New Testament, and which
still exists today, stands on an entirely different site.
When they were first uttered, these prophecies about Babylon and Tyre must have sounded
most unlikely to be fulfilled. Yet fulfilled thewere, down to the last detail.

World History in a Nutshell
One of the most fascinating prophecies in the whole Bible is contained in Daniel chapter 2. Here,

in the space of onl vy 4e9e vieveaf woeldshistorwy &éomalboat 609Pi ve n a
B.C. down to the present day and beyond.

The | ate Mr. Henry Ford is often quoted as ha\
his friends, what he actually said was this:
AHIi story as it is generally taught in school s i :

If this really was wat he said, he was right. Badly taught history can be deadly dull. Perhaps
this is why the history lessan-advance of Daniel 2 is given to us in such an unusual and
interesting way. It is in the form of a parable. But we do not have to guess at its meaning. Like
some of the parables of Jesus, this one is accompanied by an explanation.

You really ought to read the whole chapter for
S0 just now, here is a summary.
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King Nebuchadnezzar, ruler of the mightydgbonian Empire, had a dream. It was a strange
dream, and it worried him. He felt sure that it was no ordinary dream, but that it meant
something. So he called for the royal astrologers and soothsayers and asked them to explain the
dream.

The astrologers then made the obvious request
show the inhterpretation. o

But the king was no fool. He was not going to play into their hands. Angtyéid magician
with a good i maginati on c owetedoldthe dream.cSo hegpunt fie x p | &
them to the testii Y oslhow me the dreamand it s i A heedepanded. ¢ ano n! o
inducement to do so he added the interesting information that, if they failed, they would all be
cut in pieces.

Fortunately for the gentlemen whose bluff had been called, there was a young Jewish captive
in Babyl on. He saved their l'ives (and his own)
which the king hath demanded cannot the wise men, the astrologers, the magicians, the
soothsayersshow unto the king. But there is a God in heaven that revealeth secrets, and maketh

known to the King Nebuchadne7zzar what shall be i

Daniel explained that what the king had seen was a great, fearsome statue of a man. But it was no
ordinary statue. Its construction was weird and wonderful. It was like this:

(1) Its head was made of gold.

(2) Its chest and arms were silver.

(3) The lower part of the trunk and the thighs were brass.
(4) The legs were iron.

(5) The feet were an awkward xbiire of iron and clay.

The dreaming king had stared in wonder at this strange figure for a while. Then he noticed
something beginning to happen. Some distance away from the statue a stone was being quarried.
But there were no quarrymen to be seen. It was as if the stone were being carved out by invisible
hands.

Then the fresthewn stone moved towards the statue, and struck it violently upon its brittle feet
of iron and clay. This brought the statue crashing down, and then the stone attacked the ruins. It
broke the gold, the silver, the brass, the iron and the clay into tiny pieces. Then the wind sprang
up and blew all the debris away in a cloud of dust, so that the stone was left alone.

Finally, the triumphant stone began to expand. It grew and grew and grew until it had become a
great mountain. Before the king awoke, he saw the stone become so vast that it filled the whole
world.

Daniel Explains

AThi s is the dr eam, and wésaidvDahigl. t el | the interpi
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The king listened intently o Dani el 6s expl anati on. He realised
superhuman knowledge. Within a few minutes the mighty man would be kneeling down before
Dani el , and saying, AnOof a truth, it is that you

9 Y
reveal er of secrets. o

Meanwhi |l e, this was the secret t hat Dani el had
world history, with a time scale running from top to bottom. Like any sstale map, this one
could not attempt to show any detail, butyottie broad outline of history. And the outline was
this:

1) The gol den head was NebucChadnezzards own gr ea
(*) His empire was to be followed by a second (the silver chest and

arms).11

B After that would c¢ome 0whicloghdll éear ruleloverall th&k i ngd om
2

eartho.
(Note how the words in italics show that Daniel is not talking about local kingdoms, but
about what might b-eammgih mirddhatihe known dorleimthoser e s 0
days was a great deal smalleauthit is today.)

(4) The iron represented a fourth great empire, which would be the strongest of tﬁsem all.

(5) But after this the world empire would be divided, never to be reunited by human hands. As

Dani el put it iThe kingdom (empire) shall be
iron and part of clay, so the kingdom shall be partly strong and partly broken... they shall
14

not cleave (join) one to another, even as iro
(6) Eventually, at a time when the vdrwas still full of disunited nations, God would

i ntervene. iln the days of these (disunited)

which shall never be destroyed ... but it shall break in pieces and consume all these

1
ki ngdoms and itsshall stand for ever. o

Has it Happened?

Since God has not yet intervened openly in world affairs, Stage 6 must still lie in the future. But
what of the first five sections of the prophecy; have they been fulfilled, or not?
We cannot all be historians, so we muosimpare the prophecy with a history book. H. G.

We | Bhord History of the Worilgl is doubly suitable for this purpose. First, because it is very

brief (250 pages) 50 t haelye viewdiskheo r da mifelel2a,boirtat @
complicationso, as the author says in his prefa
religious views, we can be quite certain that he did not frame his book to fit Daniel 2.

Yet a careful |l ook at the contentsurpaadge of We
only four, great empires in the ancient world. Until modern times, when he speaks of the colonial
Aempireso of the European power s A{mpidsoftthe wer e, o]

past) the only chapter headings that mention empires are these:

XX  The Last Babylonian Empire and the Empire of Darius |
XXVI The Empire of Alexander the Great
XXXIII The Growth of the Roman Empire
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XXXV The Common Manoés Life under the Early Romal
XXXVI Religious Developments under the Roman Empire
XXXI'X The Barbarians Break the Empire into East and West
XL The Huns and the End of the Western Empire
XLI The Byzantine and Sassanid Empires

What are these empires that Wells mentions?

He begins, like Daniel, with the Babylonian Empire of Nebuoleadar.

Hi s second empire is fAthe Empire of Darius 1|0.
was the Empire of the Medes and Persians, which swallowed up and succeeded the Babylonian

. . 17 .
Empire. A later chapter in Danielalso names the conquerors as the Mextes Persians, and
their emperor as Darius.

Another chapter in Daniel stated that the Medes and Persians would be conquered in their
turn by the Greeks. This ties up with Wellsd ne
Great 6, who was the greatest of the Greek rul er:

Fourthly, Wells comes to the Roman Empire, which was so itapband lasted so long that it
occupies sever al chapters. (A hint of its great
ki ngdom shall be strong as irono.)

In Chapter xxxix Wells speaks of the splitting of the Roman Empire into two halves, East and
West. Chapter XL tells what, happened to the Western Empire, and Chapter XLI the Eastern
Empire (the Byzantin®assanid half of the Roman Empire). Here again is a remarkable
correspondence with Daniel: the empire that ended its day split into two parts is represented in
Daniel by two legs.

Daniel was quite emphatic that this fourth empire would benpgeently divided. He was
right. Well s& b o akthanafiek thesfinal extinglian 0ffRente ttherg has rewver
been another appowerful world empire.

But this conclusiosthat the empire of Rome was the last world em@it®o important to rest
upon the testimony of Wells alone. So here are some words by one of the greatest of all
historians, Gibbon. He, like Wells, did not believe in the Bible, and certainly did not write this
passage with the intention of supporting Daniel.

AThe division of Europe into a numbiédr of i nd
each other by the general resemblance of religion, language and manners, is productive of the
most beneficial consequences to the liberty of mankind. A modern tyrant... would soon
experience a gentle restraint from the example of his equals, the dread of present censure, the
advice of his allies, and the appension of his enemies.
... But the empire of the Romans filled the waalt when that
empire fell into the hands of a single person, the world became a

, .19 o .
safe and dreary prison for his enentegThe italics are mine.)

Here, then, is another remarkable fact about the Bible that demands explanation. The prophet
declared that there would be four world empir@sg only four.A twentiethcentury historian,
unbeliever though he was, admitted that this has happened.
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How did the prophet manage to foresee this? How did he know that the fourth empire would be
the strongest of them all? That it would be divided into halves? And, above all, how did he know
that never again would some powemgry conquer unite western civilisation under one rule?

The unbelieverso attempts to explain the facts
(despite a lack of conclusive evidence) that the prophecy was not written by Daniel, but by an
unknown forger writing in the days of the Greeks.

All this does is to evade the facts, not to explain them. Even if the unbelievers were right in
saying that the book of Daniel was written in the third century B.C. instead of the sixth, what of
it? That would still leave 200 years of fulfilled prophecy to account for!

Once again the only explanation that really f

AfiThere is a God in heaven that revealeth secret
20

days. o

Another Reason for Prophecy

The motto of one politician (his friends call him George) is this:
iwhen you canét reasonably answer an o

pponent,
forget that he has a better case than yo

u. o

George, who is an unbelievaapplies the same tactics to the Bible. When he is faced with
arguments based on fulfilled prophecy, he makes no attempt to answer them. He just grins, and
talks like this.

iSo the Bible is |Iike a racing tipster, is it?
|l ast two races, didnét | ? So you -tchainr ttyréu. s tAnnde ttt
Bi ble says, 6l 6ve foretold a few things about t
tips about the next. 60

Poor George. Hisrade caricature only reveals his complete ignorance of the Bible. For one

thing, unlike the racing tipster, the Bible is right every time. But there is an even more important
fallacy in his attitude. B i bahdsuctpwilldhgppea;dthasi s not
happened; therefore | was right. o Bi Billee prophe
prophecy is a vital part of Godbés message to mat

From Genesis to Revelation the Bible tells one connected story. It starts with thencogai

beautiful world, and says how man brought tragedy into it. It goes on to explain how God

introduced a wonderful Plan to put things right. How He first raised up a chosen people; then

provided a Saviour from among the chosen race;

gospel to all nations; and how at last that Saviour will return to earth, to judge the living and the

dead, and to fild]l the earth with Godés gl ory.
But the Bible was not written all at once. It was written a book at a tinee,aoperiod of some

fifteen hundred years.

During that time Godoés Plan was steadily wunfol
was gradually telling how the Plan was getting on. It recorded each important step in the working
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out of the Plan. And it frequently foretold future developments in the Plan, many of which have
already happened, although some have still to take place.

Now we can look at Daniel 2 in a new light. Previously it was nothing more than powerful
evidence t hat e @oddeclarang thesendrfroomtbe béginking, and from ancient

times the things = Buh raotv weacaneseenitas a pjceire of thuwnarehdstory
guided by God, moving towards a wonderful climax.

The stone that grinds the statue to pieces, and then grows until it fills the whole earth, is Jesus

Christ. He quoted the words of Daniel about that stone, and applied them to I—Zﬁrﬂl'i;xﬂf.last
scene in Nebuchadnezzaros dream will be ful fille

But this is going toodst. There are many interesting Bible prophecies about the events
l eading up to Christés Second Coming. They must
And before the Second Coming there had to be a First Coming. The Old Testament is full of
prophecies about that. We must have a look at those first.
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4
Preview of Calvary

One evening a few years ago | carried out an interesting experiment. | was with a friend who did
not believe the Bible, and, like most unbelievers, knew very little about it. But at least he was
willing to discuss it.

So | said to him: fAExcuse me, Arthur. Do you m
read to you a weknown Bible passage about Jesus, and then see if you can tell me whereabouts

in the New Testament it comes from? Wil you hany
no. K., Il 6m game. I donot mind exposing my ign

verses about the sufferings and death of Jesus Christ, and then stopped.

Arthur wrinkled his brows. i | k nlogospel they wor ds
come from. Or maybe they even come from one of F

ANo, they dondét originally come from any of th
New Testament writers, o | sai d. i was reading
Testament . 0O

Al nOldhest ament ? Youdre kidding!o
But I wasnot kidding. I was satisfying myselHf
Jesus really do fit Him so well that they can be mistaken for New TestpaEsdges.

Jesus Knew About Prophecy

On a number of occasions Jesus reminded His followers that the Old Testament was full of
prophecies about Himself. Here is just one example:

fiHe (Jesus) took unto Him the twelve, and sai
and all things that are written by the prophets concerning the Son of Man shall be
accomplished.For He shall be delivered unto the Gentiles, and shall be mocked, and
spitefully entreated, and spitted on. And they shall scourge Him andiputo death. And

the third day e shall rise again. 60

Jesus was not exaggerating. Most of the dreadful things thpeheg to Him during the last
twenty-four hours of His mortal life were foretold in the Old Testament. So was His resurrection,
and His ascension to heaven, too. Yet the whole of the Old Testament was already yellow with
age when Jesus was born.

You may perhaps wonder whether the early Christians might have cunningly altered the
wording of the Old Testament prophecies, to make thenhditevents. But there is no fear of
that. The Christians kept their own copies of the Bible in the Greek language, while the Jews
kept their copies of the Old Testament in Hebrew.

The best copies of the Old Testament, upon which our English Bible is based, are the Jewish
ones. It is quite certain that the Jews would never have altered their copies of the Scriptures, so
as to further the claims of a rival religion.
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We need to look in detail at two of the chapters that Jesus would have had in mind. If you
want to appreciate fully the wonder of these prophecies, turn them up in your own Bible. As you
read them, keep asking yourself this question: how could the writers have foreseen these things,
unless God inspired them?

PSALM 22 describes the Man of God being put to death by His enemies. Instead of using the
common Jewish method of execut:i or?lHe(isSorrrcemteidng) t he)
by thirst as he diesHis enemies stand round hflrff.hey stare at hin%.They laugh at hing.They
jeer at him asking why God does not rescue ﬁiffhey strip off his clothes and share them out,
casting lots for the odd one left ox?er.

If you are familiar with the gospels, you will recognise each of these details. It all adds up to a
picture of Calvary, painted hundreds of years before it happened.

Il SAITAH 53 fills in more of the details. He wa
1
me n , a Aman of sorr owsg,Hevaonlcdibewcouqdadaahdmlbggé)diedwi th gri
11
as a condemned prisoner to his @xen. Yet he would accept his fate meekly and without

speaking in his own defentlzzealthough he was innocent of any crirlﬁe.
The chapter insists that this was not just another martyrdom. Seven times over (in verses 4, 5,
6, 8, 10, 11 and 12) it explains that this righ

of others. Because of this, God would raise him from the ﬁ@ttj give him a position of great
15
honour.

It is no wonder that when | read this chapter to Arthur, he thought it ectinrthe New
Testament. If it did so, people would accept it as a great piece of Christian literature, a beautiful
poetic description of the sufferings of Jesus Christ. But it is not a Christian writing. It is found in
the Old Testament, the Holy Book of the Jewas nation that had always hated the thought of
human sacrifice, and has never accepted Jesus.
The official Jewish interpretation is that th
One look at the chapter is enough to show how absurdrit@pretation is. Every verse fits
Jesus; half of then could not possibly be applied to the Jews. Try fitting these extract to the Jews
(or, for that matter, to any other nation):

fiHe had done no violence, neither was any dece
(verse 9)
ABy his knowledge shalll My Righteous Servant |
(verse 11)

Even the Jews are not comfortable with their own interpretation. They dislike this chapter,
and avoid reading it in their synagogue But though timeyo ignore it they cannot destroy it.
Isaiah 5 remains a lasting proof of the superhuman origin of the Bible.

Who Was Messiah?
It is difficult for us to appreciate the full significance of these prophecies without knowing what

the Ol d Testament word fAiMessiaho meant to the
means quite a |l ot to them. A Jewish encycl opaedi
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AThe term O6Mashiahdo is used in the Bigbl e
salvation to Israel and ™ regeneration of the

Historians tell us that in the first century Israel was positively buzzing with excitement at the
prospect of Messiahdéds coming. They we convinced
or nevero. Their conviction was based upon the

iSeventy weeks are determined wupon thy peopl
transgression, and to make an end of sins, and to make reconciliation fdyjr@igd to bring
in everlasting righteousness, and to seal up the vision and prophecy, and to anoint the most
Holy. Know therefore and understand, that from the going forth of the commandment to
restore and to build Jerusalem unto the Messiah the Prince shall be seven weeks, and
threescore and two weeks; the street shall be built again, and the wall, even in troublous

. 17 .
times. And after threescore and two wegkis a | | Messiah be cut of f. O

The Jews paid no attention to the words in italics, because theyadit under st and t hem

of fo was a common Ol d Test 58m1dmeJews>dipnoe$eHovmn me an
Messiah could possibly be killed. They knew lots of splendid prophecies about the coming
Messiah: he was going to be a great and glorious leader, the deliverer of Israel, and king of the

whole world. So they turned a blind eye to the passages (including Psalm 22 and Isaiah 53) that
spoke of Messiahoés deat h.

But what did excite them was Daniel 680 promise
Aweekso after the commandment to rebuild Jerusal
The Hebrew word for Afweeko is the ordinary wor
prophets it could mean either seven days or seven Years.

So the Jews had | ong been waiting for Daniel 6s
to elapse. They were not sure of the exact starting point of the prophecy, because there had been
sever allaniienemt s t o restore and t othelsixth dnditheJ er us al e
beginning of the fifth centuries B.C.

But one thing at least was clear to them: Messiah would have to come sometime in the earlier
part of what we now call the first century
A.D.

From Daniel 9, therefore, we can add two more to the growing list of prophecies fulfilled
when Jesus first came:

(1)He came at just about the right time in history.

(2)He was killed, just as Daniel foretold the Messiah would be.

But, what is even more important, we have learnt something about the way the Jews
understood the Old Testament. There are scores of Old Testament passages that speak about a
Very I mportant Person who was to come. This Per
in the Hebrew Bible (although the word appears in the English Old Testament only in Daniel 9),
but in most cases he is named. Nevertheless the Jews accepted all these passages as
prophecies of the Messiah.

It is essential that we keep this fact in mind. Some of those passages may not look to an
English reader as if theyaprophecies of the Messiah. But the Bible was not written, in the first
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place, for Engliskspeaking people. It was written by Hebrews, for Hebrews. And the ancient
Hebrews had a very different literary style from modern Europeans.

The ancient Jews themselves had no doubt at all that those passages were prophecies of the
Messi ah. Consequently we are bound to take the
the same way as they did.

More Prophecies of Messiah

There are so many of these prophedies it is difficult to know when to stop. Here are five
more to add to the list:

(1)He was to be born in Bethlehem.

ABut thou, Bet hlehem Ephratah, t hough thou bg¢
out of thee shall he come forth unto Me that is to be ruler in Israel; whose goings forth

20 . N
have been from of ol d, from everl asting. o

We all know that Jesus actually was born in Bethlehem. That an established fact. Even those
archrenemies of the Christian faith the Pharisees and Sadducees, neveritd@&uetas it ever
occurred to you how unlikely it was for that prophecy to have been fulfilled by accident?

Bethlehem was, as the prophecy mentioned, a very small place. some unscrupulous gentleman
wanted to establish a reputation for himself as
next president of the United States wil/l be a n
are New Yorkers that at least he would stand a sporting chance of being right.

But suppose that hre of tha Wnited Btdtds avill Inecbart in Piketers i d e
Ohi o.0 Since Piketon has only a few thousand in
would be enormous. Yet Micah picked a similarly insignificant village as the birthplace of the
Messiahand his prophecy came true.

How did Micah manage it, unless he was inspired by God?

(2) He was to enter Jerusalem on an ass.

I can i magine your reaction to that stat emen:
Jerusalem on asses, d i sddo 6ot tossgeaally?f H&¥Vimag readtthe u | d n 6 t
prophecy that said He had to?0o

For a very good reason. Lots of people did indeed enter Jerusalem on asses, but they were all
ordinary, humble folk. Conquering kings were far too high and mighty to ride asses. They rode
on mules warhorses, or in chariots. And the prophet said that it was as King of Jerusalem, King
of the World, that Jesus would arrive at His capital city on a humble donkey. Here are
Zechariahoés words:

NfRej oice greatly, O daaghtgrhof Femusalent. beflid,oty ;Kings hou't ,
cometh unto thee: he is just, and having salvation; lowly, and riding upon an ass, and upon a colt
the foal of an ass . . . and he shall speak peace unto the nations, and his dominion shall be from

21 .
sea even to sea, and from the river even to the
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When these words were written, they would have seemed utterly ridiculous. What king would

ever become Al owly, and riding upon an asso0? An
improper fashia |, woul d hi s peopl e Airejoice greatlyo a
behaviour? How absurd it must all have sounded!

And yet, when it happened, it all seemed perfectly natural. Jesus was a poor man, a humble
man, a man of peace. It would have been unthinkable for Him to have mounted a warhorse. Yet
at the same time He had the bearing, the strength of character, the dynamic personality and the
personal magnetism of a mighty king.

So when Jesus deliberately rode into Jerusalem in the way that Zedtedighid He must,
nobody laughed. Instead, great crowds carpeted His path with their own clothing, and shouted

. . 22
their acknowledgement that He was their King.

Wit hout this response from the c¢crowd, any att
would have been a farce. But as it turned
Out, an utterly improbable prophecy came true.

(3)He was to be uniquely righteous.

Suppose we ask the question: AWhy should God
much greater than anyone el se?b90

Several correcanswers could be given. This is the reason given in Psalm 45:

AThou ar-t fairer than the children of me n
Grace is poured into thy lips
ThereforetGod hath bl esSed thee for ever . o

AiThou hast |l oved righteousness and hated wicke
ThereforeGod, thy God, hath anointed thee
With the oil of glzgdness above thy fell ows. 0

The answer is clear. God would bless Messiah so richly because of his perfect speech and his
perfect behaviour. Consequently, only a perfect man could claim to be Messiah. An unrighteous
sdf-styled Messiah would soon have been exposed as a fraud.

. . . 25 : :

Jesus made this c¢claim. i Whi ch MNofoneytooluup EHi® nvi ct et
challenge.

His disciples, who knew Him intimately, were clearly convinced of His utter sinlessness. The
whole Christian gospel of salvation was based upon a belief in a sinless sacrifice. As Peter put it:

iYe were redeemed with the precious blood of
without spot . . . who did no sin . . . For Christ also hath ondersdffor sins, the just for the
2

. 26 R
unj ust . o
Now suppose that this had not been true. Suppose that Jesus had actually been as imperfect as

everybody el se. Il sndt it obvious that in that
Pharisees and Sadducees stopped at netitingven at persecution and murder

-in their attempts to stifle the preaching of the early disciples. Yet they could have destroyed the
very foundation of Christianity by bringing evidence that Jesus was a sinner.
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But they failed tao it.

Why?

One answer stands out as being far more likely than any atrey.could notlesus fulfilled
the prophecy that Messiah would be a sinless man.

(4)He was to rise from the dead.

Did Jesus rise from the dead? This question is so important that a whole chapter must be
devoted to it. For now, it is enough to put on record that the Old Testament prophesied that He

would.

AMy flesh also shall rest in hope
For thou wilt not leave my soul in hell,

Neither wilt thou suffer thine Holy One to see cqtian.

Thou wilt shew me the path of life.

In thy presence is fulness of joy;

At thy right hand the2r7e are pleasures for

This prophecy is easier to understand in the original Hebrew than in the English. The word
tr
the deado. I n about thirty places in our Ol

As the Apostle Peter pointed ggwhe Psalm clearly means that, although Messiah would be
buried, his bog would not rot away in the grave. He would be raised up by God to a new life of
everlasting Joy.

At this stage you must reserve your judgement as to whether this prophecy was fulfilled, or
not. After you have read Chapter 7, you may be able to decide.

(5)He was to ascend to heaven.
Another prophecy which must have been impossible to understand at the time was written by
King David:

The Lord said unto my |l ord, ¢6é6Sit thou at

29
ootstool 6.0
The Lor darddavil ot repang Thou art a priest for ever

fter the ordéor of Mel chi zedek. 0

> St

The astonishing thing about this Psalm of David is that it exists in the Jewish scriptures at all.
Humanly speaking, it has no business to be there. From a Jewish point of view, it should never

have been written, or, if written, it should have been burnt at once, as heresy.

Many prophecies declare that Messiah was to be a descendant of David. In accordance with

oriental custom, this meant that he should be subordina@aval. Yet in the opening line,
David refers to Messiah@smy | or d o .

ansl ated fAhell & in t hSheosvbcohdsli mpeyi meahs

ever

feb

d Te:

My

Whatever made David do that? Jesus asked this question of the rabbis, and they could not

31
answer. It did not make sense to them.
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The next two lines were (and still are) equally baffling to the Jews. Since Messiah is to be
king of the world, why should he have to ascend to heaven and wait there for some time before
being given power on earth?

The last three lines of the passage quoted above are even more surprising, if you know the Old
Testament background. This Messiah who Sits in
order of Melchizedeko.

The point of this is that Messiah, like all Jewish kings, had to be of the tribe of Judah. But
Jewish priests could only come from the tribe of Levi, and consequently a king could not
possibly be a priest. King Uzziah tried to do a
him for it.*?

How, then, could Messiah be a priest? The answer lies in the reference to Melchizedek. This
manis mentioned only once before in the Bible, and that in the very beginning, way back in the
book of Genesis. Melchizedek was a priest to Abraham, and he was alsda king.

. . 34
Moreover, as one New Testament writer pointed olie was an even greater man than
Abraham who paid him tithes. Consequently his priestly order must have been far higher than
that of the priests descended from Abraham.

The priests of Israel must have winced every time they read that psalm. It was both baffling
and painful. It impliedhat their own order of priesthood would come to an end, and give way to
a greater order when Messiah came. Yet those same priests had somehow been compelled to
keep that uncomfortable psalm for centuries, safely preserved along with the rest of their
Scriptures.

Once more we have a strange fact that demands an explanation. How did a psalm that could
never have made sense to its writer come to be written? How did it come to be accepted as part
of the Jewish Scriptures? Why did the priests, who must lmawelfit so embarrassifgg, keep
it and not destroy it?

And above all, how does it happen that the events recorded in the New Testament fit the psalm
so perfectly? That they, and they alone, bring the psalm to life and fill it with meaning?

| have heard only one explanation that fits all the facts. The psalm must be a prophecy given
by God. The New Testament account of Jesus ascending to heaven, to be a priest for His
followers and to await the time of His Second Coming, must be true.

Taking Stock

Some ery important facts have been established in this chapter.

There is clear evidence that most of the main events described in the gospels were foretold in
the Old Testament. These include the crucifixion (with very much detail), the approximate date
of Christ 5 appearance, His birthplace, the extraordinary nature of His triumphal entry into
Jerusalem, His perfect character, His resurrection, His ascension to heaven, His heavenly
priesthood, and the promise of His Second Coming.

How do the unbelievers explainese facts?
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Not very well. | think | am being fair to them in saying that these are the alternatives they
offer you:

(1)Perhaps Jesus deliberately fulfilled the prophecies.

One theory is that He spent years swotting up the Old Testament until He knew all the
Messianic prophecies, and then went around fulfilling them. But this bristles with difficulties. To
begin with, how did Jesus contrive to get Himself born in Bethlehem? How did He manage to
achieve what no other human being has managed: a siiiegasPDld He really arrange to be
tortured to death, just because prophecy required it? And if so, how did He persuade His
executioners to comply with all the detailed requirements of the prophecy? And what about His
resurrection and ascension to heaven?

Obviously that wonodét do.

(2)Perhaps the early Christians twisted the Old Testament.

It has been suggested that the first Christiar
no prophecies really existédat they twisted the meaning of the Old Testantertholster up
their own preaching.

But that wondét do, either. The early Christia:
way that Jews had always done. Even the unbelieving Jews never denied that the Old Testament
was full of Messianic prophecies. The Jews merely denied that Jesus of Nazareth was the
Messiah, because He did not behave as they thought the Messiah ought to behave.

(3) Perhaps the early Christians distorted the facts of history.
According to this theory the events recorded in the despever took place at all. This treats
the New Testament as nothing more than a collection of legends, compounded to make it look as
if Old Testanent prophecy was being fulfilled.
That was a popul ar excuse in Queen Victoriaos
know now that the gospels were written while plenty of eyewitnesses were still alive. (Chapter
16 gives the evidence for this.) And besides, the moral tone of the New Testament is so high that
it simply cannot be the work of men who cookgxstories to deceive the public.

Well, what doyouthink?
Which is easier? Which is more reasonable?

To believe that the prophecies of the Old Testament were fulfilled in Jesus of Nazareth?
Or to believe the feeble explanations of the unbelievers?
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5
Jesus Foretells Twentieth-Century Problems

Very few people ever think of Jesus Christ as a prophet. Yet He was. He made many predictions
about the future, all of which have either come true already, or are beginning to come true now.

Some of His predictiammust have sounded utterly improbable at the time He made them. Yet
they came true. Take this one, for instance:

AnAnd this gospel of the kingdom shal/l be prea
1
nations. o

When Jesus spoke those words, He had only a handful of followers, and those were mostly
uneducated workinglass men. He had cqretely failed to convert His own small nation. The
ordinary people were mostly unmoved by His message, and the leaders hated Him like poison.
Within a few weeks thewould have Him hanging on a cross.

By all the laws of human probability, that should have been the end of it. Those who watched
Hi m di e must have thought, nwel |, we shanot hear

But they were wrong. Within their own lifetime, His gospel was being preached over most of
the Roman Empire. Since then it really has been preached to every nation etmecamhy
religion that has. The words of Jesus have been translated into more thanaadhditferent
languages.

Bibles by the million are spread abroad each year. They go by ship to the tropics, by air to the
arctic, by rail and road and forest trail to the farthest corners of the earth. Brave men and women
risk life and liberty smuggling Bibles into the communist countries of Eastern Europe.

Facts and Fashions

Yes, Jesus was a prophet whose words came true. This is a good reason for listening carefully to
what He has to say about our own day.

But first, a word of warning. Fashions come and fashions go. Y&t fse stubborn things.
Facts remain the same while fashions change and change.

And fashions are not restricted to the way people dress. There are changing fashions in the
way people behave and think. There are even fashions in scientific thought and in religious
outlook.

So beware of thinking that todayobs fashio
fashion wild probably be quite diff
along with the crowd, but it is a very poor reason.

A hundred years ago it was quite fashionable to believe in the Second Coming of Christ.
Today it is fashionable to ridicule the idea of the Second Coming.

But what of i t ? -mbrgersdheguile gau. Ittishoely thie dastion that has
changed. The basic facts are the same as they always were. And such new facts as have come to
light in recent years make it easier to believe in the Second Coming, not harder.
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The first great fact is that Jesus promised, very plainly and emphatically, that Heooméd
again.

The second great fact is that He described what would be hagperthe world at the time
of His return.

And the third great fact is that the events He foretold are dewglapour world today.

So dondt be put off by the force of public op
opinion has been proved wrong. The facts are so important that they deserve to be looked at
squarely, to see what lies behind them.

Do not be put off, either, because in the past a number of cranks haxedeti the Second
Coming, and have persuaded some people to do some very foolish things. There have always
been plenty of unbalanced people in the world, but their foolish actions are best forgotten.

Quite a lot of lunatics killed themselves trying to fly before aircraft were invemiethat is
no reason to dispute the fact of modern aviation. Similarly, quite a number of poor deluded
people have been known to dispose of all t heir
J e s-busthiat is no reasoto dispute the actual facts about the Second Coming.

World in a Mess

We had better face it: the world is in a terrible predicament. While life in our affluent society
goes gaily on, the most appalling forces are building up behind the scenes. The world is heading,
helterskelter, for a crisis too horrible to contemplate.

But we mustcontemplate it for a few moments, however horrible it may be, because there is
no other way to get at the facts. Here, then, is a summary of the six great problemshfacing t
world today.

(1) Terrible Weapong€On August 6th 1945 the Japanese city of Hiroshima was wiped out by
an atomic bomb. The same day Sir Winston Churchill made a statement about it, which was
published a few days later in a British Government white paper. His statement ended like this:

iwWe must indeed pray that these awful agenci e
the nations, and that instead of wreaking measureless havoc upon the entire globe, they may

2
become a perenmal fountain of world prospei t y . 0

But the bomb that filled Churchill with awe and dread seems like a mere firework compared
with the bombs of today. In 1968 Lord Ritckialder did a few sums, and estimated the
explosive power of all the atomic weapons existing then. It worked out at the equivalent of 100

tons of oldfashioned explosive (TNT) for every man, woman and child on éarth.

To put it another way, if we assume, that the average street has 200 people living in it, then there
was already enough atomic exgile in 1968 toprovide one Hiroshimaized bomb for every
street in the world.

But bombs are not all. Nobody knows what horrors are beingaped in the secret germ
warfare laboratories of the great powers. A few years ago a British scientist in one of these labs
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died from a new germ he had helped to cultivate
coll eague is reported to have said. fAHe might he
the human race. 0

One thing is quite certain. World war would meaorl catagrophe. The vital question is:

can man preserve world peace?

(2) Political TensionThe goal of all communists has always been clear. They are determined
to turn the whole world communist. America and the Western Powers are equally determined to
stop them. Unless one side gives way, sooner or later aomeeallision must occur. And so far
neither side shows any sign of giving in.

The danger of albut war between Russia and China is also much greater than most people

realise. In a book withhte grim title, The Coming War Between Russia and Cﬁiaaf,oreign

affairs expert reveals the frightening facts. Communists always have quarrelled among
themselves, and the two great communist countries aaadyl fully prepared to fight each other
with atomic weapons.

(3) Exploding PopulationsMore than half the population of the world is underfed now.
Every year there are fifty million more mouths to feed. In tHirty ve year s ti me 't he
population is expected to be double what it is today.

It is the poor nations whose populations are growing the fastest.

Every year they grow poorer, while the rich nations grow richer. Sooner or later the cry is bound
t o come, i Sohra | fli gahet 250t ar v e

(4) Plundered ResourceMlan has already cut down more than
turned vast areas of fertile |l and into desert.
using up miner al deposits at an alarming rate.
nations will become more andone tempted to fight for what is left.

(5) Pollution.Man has turned many of the worlddés river
lakes into a cesspool where few fish can survive. By filling the air with fumes he has impaired
the health of millions, and is in danger of changing the climate of the whole planet. If he goes on
like this for another century, man could easily make the earth uninhabitable.

(6) Loss of Moral Sens& | i ttl e while ago | met a Chinese
thereligjms si tuation in the more prosperous parts of

AJust the same as it is in Europe, 0 he re
eligions, just as England stil]l call s its
Il d religions no | onger mean anything to m
our s. o

When faith goes, morals are bound to slip. So all the advanced nations have a crime wave,
rapidly growing problems of alcohisin, drug addiction and juvenile violence.
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One day in 1969 the police in Montreal went on strike for just twelve hours. Yet that was long
enough for the city to be terrorised, when thousands of normallyaltésng citizens went
berserk. The ficivilisedo world today is only one

Jesus Answers a Question

iWwel | |, so what?d6 said my friend Norman one day,
iThe worl dés in a mess, right emesugdhdnBut neleent.i
prophet to foretell that the world would have a load of trouble. Anybody could have foreseen

that. And, anyway, what makes you think it was our particular, twergettury, mess that Jesus

spoke about?0

There is a very satisfactory answer to Nor man
close look at what Jesus said, and how He came to say it.

One day, not long before He was crucified, His disciples referred to the magnificent Temple
t hat was Jer us al e mstared thamibg emnaentidg thjatatywas gding solbs
utterly destroyed.

So they asked Him the obvious questigmen? And then they added a second question. They
said:

AnTel | us, when shal/l these things be? And what
end of t°he worl d?0o
In reply Jesus talked at great length. He described how there would be a period of trouble for
the nation, and of persecution for His disciples. Then, He said, an enemy army would besiege
Jerusalem, and terrible events would folfbk#e continued:

AiFor these be thealdlaytshiorfgS/evmrgiecamcaer,7et\Amraittten r

The words in italics are very important. Wh e n
many ti mes, He al ways meant #dAwritten in the OId
about the Jews were quoted in Chapter 2 of this book. Jesus was evidently referring to them, and
others like them. He said thall of those things must be fulfilled.

If you refer back to Chapter 2 you will see that thossmbecies about the Jews were in three
groups: (1) Expulsion, (2) A long period of exile, (3) Return to their homeland. In the next verse

but one, Jesus summari sed all those Scriptures \
AAnd they shal/l fall by the edge of the sword,
[that is (1), Expulsion] and Jerusalem shall be trodden down of the Gentiles [that is (2), A

period of exileuntit he ti mes of thé& Gentiles be fulfillec

The key wordh u n timplie®that the Gentilesould not always occupy Jerusalem. This was
Christds way of referring to the third group ol
Jews eventally returning to their homeland. He spoke another two versesilieg the state of
the world at that future day, and then made a momentous promise:

i A ntltenshall they see the Son of Man [Himself] coming in a cloud, with power and great
9
glory. o
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In other words, Jesus taught that when the Jews went back to their homeland (and Jerusalem
in particular) His 8cond Coming would soon follow.

This is how we know that Jesus was speaking of our day. For about 1800 years the Jews lived
in exile. About seventy years ago they began to go home. In 1948 the State of Israel was set up.
In 1967 Israel captured the Old City of Jerusalem (they already owned the New City). At last

Jerusalem was no |l onger fitrodden down of the Ger
Whet her we agree with |Israelds policy of occupy
i s that Chri st oés wane dta piacernahinfermatidn.aRedent evgnisinghe u s

ave

r
Holy Land h provided a sure sign that Chri st ¢
Do not be surprised if some other great changes have taken place in the land of Israel by the time

you read these words. These are to be expected
unworthy people had returned to their land, something miraculous would happen to convert

them:

Al wi || gather you out of al/l c o Thantwilliiles and
sprinkle cleanwater upon you and ye shall be cledrom all your filthiness and from all
your idols will | cleanse you. A new heart also will | give you, and a new spirit will | put

. . 10 -
within you.o

How was the ungodly nation of Israel going to be changed so suddenly? Another prophet
explains:

il wi || save my people from the east country
them and they shall dwell in the midst of Jerusalem . . . And | will pour upon the house of
David and upon the inhabitants of Jerusalem phiet ©f grace and of supplication; aricey
shall look upon me whom they have pier@d] they shall mourn for him... And one shall say
unt o hi m, 6 What are these wounds in thine hand

was wounded in the house of my friendsd. o

So that is how the unbelieving Israelis are to be converted so suddenly. Their Messiah will come

to them. If you read the whole of Zechariah 12 you will see that he is to come to save them from

a national disaster, which might even inothem in military defeat and a temporary captivity.

This wil/l be the most p-gearditosynThey lmak atehistMessiah | s r a e |
who has just delivered them from their misery. They see he bears the marks of crucifixion. At

long last the truth dawns upon them. and the Jews finally accept Jesus as their Messiah.

Meanwhile, in the World Outside...

But this has been looking ahead. The return of Jesus is near, but it is still future. Our task at the
moment is to see what Jesus says abautday, the time after the Jewish return to Jerusalem
(reference 8, above) and before the Second Coming (reference 9). | left out the two verses
separating those two passages. They said:

AAnd there shal/l be signs in the sun, and in
di stress of nations with perplexity, the sea &
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for fear, and for looking after those things which are coming on the earth. For the powers of
heaven shall he shaken.d

Each phrase he is full of meaning. But it is no use looking at them with twentésthtury

European eyes, and guessing at the mgahat seems likely to us. These words were spoken to
firstcentury Jews, men steeped in Old Testament k n
wouldtheyhave understood Christds words?0 The answer
Testament passages that Jesus was referring to.
It is therefore necessary to examine each phrase in that light.

First, ASigns itnartshoe. sTuhni,s moaonng uaangde swas a f ami |l i
13
speech for national disaster. Isaiah used it of the military conquest of BalyhohEzekiel of

the military defeat of Egyplt4. But it is the prophet Joel to whose words Jesus is most probably
referring. Joel uses similar expressions twice:

once of the disaster coming upon Is%‘réahd again of the disaster coming

uponthewholeworléfBut in both chapters Joel i's s
Lordo, when | srael 17satmdal\l’lelssiahrsiaaﬂlumcupcfe\artd)o t hei |
1
establish Ggodf)s ki ngdom.
Evidently by this expression Jesus was saying, i
wi || burst upon the world. o

Hi s next phrase: AUpon t hel exirttyh.,, 0 dAgdirre side orf e fne
Testament prophecies about His Second Coming, such as one in Daniel that says it would be
acconpanied by:

~ . 19 .
AA ti me of trouble such as never was, since tl

A

A standard authority on the Greeklanagéos ays that Christdés word Apery
Greek New Testament, fifa state of not knowi ng wh
position of the worl dds gover nméngtheshumanhey. They
with extinction. But they do not know which way to turn to solve them.

H. G. Wells spoke for many of his fellow unbelievers, when he wrote in his last book:

AThis world is at the end of i1its tether. The
. 21
cannotbe ewded-.-t here i s no way out, or round, or thr.

If he had not been an unbeliever, you might almost think that Wells was deliberately echoing
Jesusinot knowing which way to turno.

The next words of Jesus are puzzling to many
roaringo. To the careful Bi ble reader they pres
language of Isaiah, who likened the behaviour of masses of wicked people to the raging of a

22 . .
restless sea.lIf world catastrophe occurs, and law and order breaks down, it is not difficult to
visualise the fAroaring waveso of mob violence tl
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No wonder that Jesus continues, AfMenbés hearts
those things which are coming on the earth. o |
AAmerican Ultimatum to Russia Expires at Midnigt

The verses quoted conclude, Aifor the powers o
well-established Old Testament language, used to describe governments crashing under the

. 23
impact of war.

What does all this add up to? That Jesus foretold, in language that was perfectly clear to the
Jews who first heard Him, and that can be equally clear to us if we trouble to get acquainted with
the figures of speech used in the Old Testament, a world just like ours.
He said, in effect, that in the days when the Jews went back to the Land of Israel, the world
would be facing frightful problems. World catagthe would be looming up, but men would not
know how to prevent it. When disaster came, governments would fall, law and order would go,
mob violence would take its place. And thtblank GodHe woul d return fAt o destr
destroy the eartho (to quote a *hrase used in ai

How did Jesus manage to foretell so clearly the problem facing our world?
This is the explanation He gave Himself:

AnThe word which ye hear is not Mine, but the

Can you think ofinother explanation that fits the facts so well?

Peter Continues

The right hand man of Jesus was His apostle, Peter. After Jesus left the scene, Peter became a
leader of the Christian church. He wrote two books of the New Testament, and in one of them he
enl arged on the Masterés prophecy about our age.

il n t he mdckers shallkc@me svith mockewyalking after their own lusts and saying,

OWhere is the promise of His cominajthingsor fr om
contne as they were fr om t hdhistheygilfullyfargetghatdy t he cr
the Word of God the heavens were of old, and the earth standing out of the water and in the

water, wherebythe world that then was, being overflowed with water, perisiBed.the

heavens and the earth which are now, by the same Word, are kept irestoxed unto fire

against the Day of Judgment The day of the Lord will come as a thief in the night, in the

which the heavens shall pass away with a great noidgharelements shall melt with fervent

26
heat 0.

The words printed in italics show that Peter foresaw four distinct features about our age.

A)Men woul d mock at t hTeheiydedo onfio cCkhr idsotnbost rtehteuyr
that | had to appeal to you at the beginning of this chapter not to follow the fashion, but to give
the facts a fair hearing.

2)Their excuse would be, AANl othiengsocdsti MiNat:
carry on without changing; why should we believe that a Creater has intervened in the
worl dés affairs, or wi || do so again?o
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Only a scientist could be expected to recognise this as a remarkable prophecy. But it is. As
Col. Merson Davies, a scientist of sometidition (he was awarded two doctorates for research

in geology) has pointed Out, Peterds words exac
27

Afuni formitarianismod (or Auniformityo, i f you pr e

AUni formityo is the foundati on upebesideshis ch t he

built |t |l eads directly to the pop-therefore phil oso

we needndét believe in God any mor e. Hooray! o

AUni formityod is very much a modern invention.

world in which Peter lived. Yet Peter foresaw its uprise, many centuries beforehand.
(3) Men would deny that the Flood ever occurrétiis also was a most unlikely prophecy
when it was written. Unt i | a coupl e oneverhundr ed
guestioned. Yet today it is fashionable to regard it as a myth. Peter foresaw this complete change
of thought, more than a thousand years before it began.
(4) The final world catastrophe would be associated with firbis also is a surprising
prophecy. The Old Testament which Peter knew so well generally associated the future world

Widecatastrophewithwazlﬁ.l n Peterds day war was a matter of
How did he know that in our day the whole image of war would be different?

First, firearms; then incendiary bombs; then napalm; finally, The Bomb. These have entirely

changed the image of war. Now, more than anything else, we associate war with fire. How did
Peter know that modern weapons would make fithe e

Once again the decision is up to you. This book can only put the facts before you. You are the
one who must weigh them in your mind, and try to reach a decision.
Is there some other explanation for these facts?

Or did Jesus, and Peter, and thepbrets of the Old Testament, really foresee the frightful
predicament of our generation? And i f so, canot
God who forsaw our problems will solve them for us as He promisgdending Jesus back to
put the world right?
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6
Who Could Have Invented Jesus?

Now we have left the evidence of fulfilled prophecy behind, and must go on to look at a very
different kind of evidence. This will involve making a study of Jesus Christ Himself.

AAh, 0 you malyegsshe guestidn.lHow do tvehknosv that there ever was such a
per son? Wh aassuminghahtee gospets telbtiie truth about Jesus, and then building
conclusions on such a shaky foundation?o

Quite so. Very true. And | have no intention of doing any such thing. All | shall assume is that

the gospels are either fact, or fiction, or a
you?) Then we shall examine the gospels critically to see which of those three alternatives seems
most likely. Rir enough?

But before we begin, it is worth noting that even unbelievers generally recognise that the gospels
are not pure fiction. One of the most learned of all unbelievers was Sir James Frazer. His classic
history of magic and religiol,he Golden Boughyas a landmark in twentieth century

scholarship. He wrote:

AMy theory assumes the historical real ity of
teacher [not, you will notice, as the Son of God] who founded Christianity and was crucified

at Jeusalem under the governorship of Pontius Pilate. The testimony of the gospels,

confirmed by the hostile evidence of Tacitus (Ann. 15,44) and the younger Pliny (Epist.

10,96) appears amply sufficient to establish these facts to the satisfaction of all unprejudiced
enquirers. It is only the details of the life and death of Christ that remain, and will probably

always remain, shrouded in the mists ofentainty.The doubts which have been cast upon

the historical reality of Jesus are, in my judgment, unkyodf serious attentiorQuite apart

from the positive evidence of history and tradition, the origin of a great religious and moral

. . : . 1 -
reform is inexplicable without (Tthéitalicspaer sonal
mine.)

Inventing the Uninventable

About 500 years ago there lived in Italy one of the greatest geniuses of all time, Leonardo da

e X

Vinci . Besides painting some of the worl dés gre
first rank. He i s of t e tanestleistdamship, ahdahe subnfiaiine.v e nt e d 0

Perhaps #@Ainventedo is too strong a word, becau

however, first hatch out the ideas that hundreds of years later led to the development of those
modern marvels. So we can give him the benefit of the doubt and say that, in a sense, he did
invent them.

His inventions were brilliant, but not impossible. All the bgrdund knowledge that he needed
was to hand. But there were certain things that he did not invent, becauselay ey were
uninvenable. He could not invent a heduhg machine, because he did not know about the
circulation of the blood; more than a century was to elapse before Harvey discovered that. Nor
could Leonardo invent an atom bomb, because he regarded matter as solid stuff; until modern
scientists discovered that atoms were not solid lumps after all, but hollow spheres peppered with
electric particles, the atom bomb was uninventable.
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Now the argument | shall put forward in this chapter is tiie:Jesus of whom we read in the
gospels was, at the time the gospels were written, uninven@tsequently the Jesus of the
gospels must have been a historical character, not a fictional one.

The first thing to note is that nobody wanted a person like the Jesus of the New Testament. (To
avoid repetition | shall not keep saying fithe J
while, for the time being, leaving completely open the question whether He was a historical
character or a fictitious one.) Paul sugdp the situation when he wrote:

AnBut we preach Christ crucified, unto the Je
.2 R
foolishness. 0

Nearly all the Jews had no time for Him. They were bigots,ptetaly set in their religious
ways. This man turned all their religious ideas upside down. He was nothing like the conquering
king of a Messiah that they wanted. No Jew would have wanted to invent such an improbable,
unacceptable kind of Messiah.

Nearly all the Gentiles had no use for Him, either. He Wagyether unlike the kind of men
they admired. Theirs was a cruel, selfish, lustful world. Human life was cheap. They would leave
unwanted babies (girls, usually) to die with as little compunction as we drown unwanted kittens.

Their pleasures were mostly immoral ones: watching gladiators fighting to the death, or
worshipping at idolatrous temples which were often only glorified brothels. It is hard to imagine
any Gentile inventing a Jesus whose teaching was so full of condemnation for the Gentile way of
life.

Into this harsh world came Jesus, teaching things that made men marvel. He preached the
necessity of unselfish love, love that stopped at nothing, love that led men to lay down their lives
rather than use force against others. He preached it, and He set the example Himself. He refused

to defend Himself, or even to let His disciples defend 3Hir‘mstead, He went meekly to a
horrible death.

We are not now concerned with the weighty question of whether Christians today should be
pacifists. My personabpinion is in favour of Christian pacifism today, but that is beside the
point. At the moment we are not concerned with opinions but with facts. The relevant facts are:

(1) That Jesus introduced to a hostile world
uttermosto.

(2) In keeping with this, He and His apostles preached pacﬁ‘ism.
(3) He constantly lived up to His own teaching, even though it led Him to a cruel death.
(4) There is plenty of historical evidence that the early Christian Church followed His

difficult teaching, including pacifisrir)m
It is not surprising that the originator of these unpopular iegshmade few converts at first.

, . . .6
In the very early days Christianitytwasaas a s mal
unpopular minority religion.

True, by the fourth century it had grown great. But only because the standards had been
lowered, the fine new teaching had been watered down. Yet even despite this watering down,
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despite the wickedness that has been done in the name of Christliopsmof unworthy
professors of Christianity e s pi t e everything, the teaching

Where men have truly followed the teaching of the gospels, all that is best in the sad story of
mankind has followed. Even unbelievers admit that. Here are the words of a famous American
who did not believe that Jesus was the Son of God, Theodore Parker:

of J

AfConsi der what a work his [ Christ 6s] words

Remember that the greatest minds, theastinearts, havessno loftier aim, no truer method
than his of perfect love to God and man. Shall we be told that such a man newhdived
whole story is a lie! Suppose that Plato and Newton never lived. But who did their wonders,
and thought their thought? It takes a Newton to forge a Newton. What man could have
fabricatéd a Jesus?o0

Besides paying tribute to all that the Christian message has done for mankind, Parker takes up the

guestion with which we began: could anyone have invented Jesus? And although he regarded

Jesus as a mere man, he answered with a resoundi

Another famous writer who was a complete unbeliever, John Stuart Mill, backs him up:

it is of no use to say that Christ as exhibi

know not how much of what is admirable has been superadded by the tradition of his
followers. Who among his disciples or among their proselytes was capable of inventing the
sayings ascribed to Jesus, or of imagining the life and character revealed in the gospels?

) . , 8 .
Certainynot the fishermen of Galil ee, still | ess t

His Sublime character

So far so good. The idea that any | esser men

But the evidence is not yet conclusive. We must go a little further, and study more closely the
character of this Jesus.

To save space, we shall only be able to consider the last tfeemtiiours of His life. As we
do this, it is important that you bear two things in mind:

(1) We shall be dodging about betweehfalir gospels, because this is the only way we can
build up a complete picture of Hi m. So, i f
four, all skifully co-operating to produce a realistic result.

(2) Many of the facets of His character that we shall examine are not on the surface of the
record. We have to look very carefully, to dig them out from where they liepba#d in the
text. Does this look like fiction, or fact? Novelists do not usually hide all their best points, so that
only a dligent student can find them!

We enter the gospel story on the evening before He is crucified. He is in an upstairs room
with the twelve apostles, where they are about to have supper. He knows that this will be the last
meal of His mortal life, and He intends to make it a memorable one. Two passages summarise
one aspect of this meal:

AWhen Jesus knew t hat Hi s hour was cC ome
world, He |l oved® them unto the end. o
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AAnd He said unt o t he nmpeabdthhs passoved with you lefore| have d
f f 0

su erd6 ... And He took bread, and gave thanks
is My body which is given for you; this do in
after supper, saying, 6This cup is tHe new cov

From these two passages, we can deduce:
(1) That He knew what was coming to Him. He had often said that one day He would be

cruciﬁed,ll and now the time had arrived.
(2) Nevertheless, He was tnthinking of the frightful pain that would soon be racking His

own body. His only concern was |l ove for His disct
( 3) By comparing similar expressions in the Ol
have desiredo is a Jewish way of saying, Awith

terribly keen to hold that ceremonial meal with them.

(4) He turned that meal into a dramatised parable. He broke bread, and used it to represent the
next day 6s t eflesh.iHe gouredfwind] arnel made ih a symbol of His blood that
would soon be flowing from a multitude of wounds.

Any other man would have wanted to forget about the torture that was coming to him
tomorrow. But Jesus was prepared to bring it vividly to mind. Although it was so painful to
Himself, He knew that this simple ceremony would benefit His disciples for centuries to come.
And so He performed it with eager desire.

A further group of verses shows up another aspect of that meal:

iHe pour etah bwaastienr, iaantdo began to wash the disci
the towel wherewith He was girded... So after He had washed their feet, and had taken His

gar ment s, and was set down agai n, He said unto
call me Master and Lord, and ye say well, for so | am. If | then, your Lord and Master, have
washed your feet, ye alsd®> ought to wash one an
AAnd as they did eat, He sai d, 6Verily | say
theywerege ceeding sorrowful, and began Bvery one tc

One aspect of His character lies right on the surface here. He was an exceedingly humble
ma n . He was willing to do a very tiring and unp
all wash their own feet?

He was not the sort of man to show off. Nor was He doing aeagssary chore just so that
He could give them a lecture about hetpone another. There was a very good reason for His
action, but it takes a careful studeh the gospels to discover it.

We learn the reason from another gospel. Soon after supper the disciples found themselves

4 .
unable to stay awake Evidently they were all utterly weary with overwork and lack of sleep. So
the Masterdéds work upon their tired feet was a r ¢

But there is yet another lesson lying under the surface. It lies behind that chorus of astonishment,
Ails it |1 2?2060 which rose up when He said, AOne of

Obviously they had not theightest idea who the traitor was. But Jesus knew. John says so,
15
explicitly. ~ A few minutes before, Jesus had washed the feet of JudasHAndust have
washed the traitoros feet with the same | oving
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Ot her wi se someone would have noticed, and said,
Judas? | wonder whatés wrong. O
But nobody noticed any differerdee nce t hat repeated question, #fl

What superhuman love, if these records really are true and Jelbyislicehehave like that!
But what superhuman artistry if Matthew, Mark, Luke and John were four deceivers, weaving
together the most elaborately hidden pen portrait in the history of fiction!

Gethsemane

Supper is over. Judas Iscariot has gone off alone to earn his blood money. Jesus and the faithful
eleven go out into the darkness of the Garden of Gethsemane. In one part of the garden the
disciples drop to the earth exhausted, and sleep.

In another part, Jesus begins His last great struggle againsiore body.

AHe kneeled down, and pr aingm@movesthasycupfrgnMeFat her i

nevertheless not My wil!]l, but Thine, be done. ¢
heaven, strengthening Him. And being in an agony He prayed more earnestly, and His sweat

. 16 .
was as it were great drops of Dblood falling do

This does not read like fiction. No gospel writer would want to invent an incident like that.
Inventors of propaganda might have told a tale about Jesus faatigwlith unruffled calm. But
the gospel writers were not inventors of propaganda. They record how the Son of God admitted
that one side of Him would have liked to escape crucifixion. They portray Him as fighting a
terrific battle to overcome His human desirdoattle so great that He was in agony, while the
sweat poured off Him like blood.

How easily this story could have been (yes, and has beeimteniseted by the immature as
something unworthy of the Son of God. But the apostles wrote it just e Jdney wrote with
the candour of men who have nothing to hide, who are only concerned to record the plain,
unvarnished facts.

No sooner has Jesus won His battle than lights appear, coming through the olive trees towards
His little band. They hear the clink of steel, and the tramp of many men. Unless something is
done quickly there will be twelve arrests instead of one, and eleven extra crosses on Calvary
tomorrow.

The next act of Jesus always reminds me of Captain Oates of the Antarctic, who said goodbye
to his friends and walked off into the blizzard to die, hoping that through his sacrifice they might
survive. Ail't was the act of a brave man and an
diary.

When Scottés diary was found, he and his fell
granted that Scott was telling the truth. His account bears all the marks of a true record. And
similarly Johndéds gospel reads | i ke sober fact, [

fJesus therefore, k ncowe upan Hien| wlent forthiand geasd untdh at s h o
t hem, OWhom seek ye?6 They answered Hi m, 6Jesu
He. 6 And Judas al so, which betrayed Hi m, stood
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t hem, o | am He, 0 they went backwar d, and fell
OWhom seek ye?6 And they said, 06Jesus of Nazar
am He: if therefore ye 'seek Me, |l et these go t

But what lies behind that strange statemententhmi ddl e of t he passage, fit
and fell to the groundo? The reader inevitably
do that. If John had been writing fiction, would he have left that question unanswered? Surely
not. By stating the fact, and leaving us to draw our own conclusions, John shows that he is no

embroiderer of fancy tales.

As so often happens, another book of the Bible supplies thalgmlexplanation for us.
When Christés first martyr, sbtepmenhi waexieocutaie

his face as it had 18tbtdz|eefamce d@f Besus $inailarlg shané with angeicn g e | 0 .
glory for a moment, it is not surprising that His enemies staggered backwards in terror.

To the Cross

So the innocent man was led away, to be sentenced on a trumpdthrge with the aid of

bribed witnesses. Yet He would not argue in His own deflegr\ﬁé]en He spoke it was for the
sake of others.

He even showed a measure of sympathigavef or Pil a
no power at all against Me, except it were given thee from above. Therefore he that delivered

20 . \
Me unto thee hath the greater sin.od

With the rough heavy cross upon His shoulder, He struggled along the road to Calvary. Even
then, His thoughts were upon others rather than Himself.

AAnd there followed Him a great company of pe
and | amented Hi m. But Jesus turning unto them
Me, but weep for yourselves, and for your chitdréor, behold, the days are coming, in the

which they shall say, fBl essed are the barren,

A X

which never® gave suck. 060

It was to be thirtyodd years before the Roman armies came to destroy Jerusalem. But to
Jesus, that dreadful day to come was even more tragic than His own immediate plight.

Even while He hung on the cross, in His final awful pain, He could still help others.

He c¢cried with a loud voice, i My 2Czsﬂihtbughaﬂ/ly God,
first sight this looks like weakness or despair it was nothing of the kind. Those words are actually

the first l'ine of Psalm 22, whi ch, as we saw in
the events on that dreadful day. By reciting this itie of a weltknown Jewish hymn, Jesus

was as good as saying, ALook everybody! See how
See, and believel! o

He prayed for His executioners to be forgiven, because they did not understand the enormity
23
of their offence.
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He arranged for a faithful disciple to take care of His heartbroken mzéther.
He comforted the dying thief who had come to believe in Him at the eIeventﬁShour.

When there was nothing else left for Him to do, He gave a shout of trioniph i s 26f i ni shed
Then, with quiet dignity, He died:

fiHe sai d, O0Fat her , into Thy hands | commend M
27
the ghost. 0

We have not been able to look at more than a fraction of the gospel records of the crucifixion.
But what wehave seen is a picture of a man like no other man, a man that roefitaty
legendspinner could possibly have invented. No wonder that the centurion who watched it all

sai d, ﬁTrwdstyhet$1cbr528cmfanGod!c‘)
Did the Gospel Writers Exaggerate?

We have disposed of one possibility. The gospels are not pure fiction. But there is that other

possibility, that they might be a mixture of fact and fiction. Could the gospel writers have
described an fAordinaryd goodannsayngsaramewntstjisen add e
as a modern writer might write a novel about Napoleon or Julius Caesar?

This suggestion also runs against the facts. Here are four solid reasons for believing that the
gospels are all fact, not a mixture of fact and fiction.

(1) The gospel writers sound like reliable m¥ou will need to read all four gospels for
yourself to appreciate that this is so. Then you will see that these books were obviously not
written by men out to create a sensation. They each tell their t@lgiimple, straightforward
way. Where it is appropriate they point out how Old 3 Testament prophecy was fulfilled in
Jesus. Apart from this, they write like men reporting facts, not like men determined to impress
their readers.

They are not afraid to mention things that, to a casual reader, may seem unfavourable to their
cause. They report some surprising acts and sayings of Jesus which, at first glance, seem to show
Him in an unfavourable light. We have to study these passages very closely, often hyirgpmp
one gospel with another, before we can see that Jesus did in fact have good reason for everything
He said and did. (We have seen several examples of this already in this chapter.)

Again, they are not at all like four dishonest witnesses determined to present a united front.
Each tells his story from his own point of view, regardless of what the others have said.
Sometimes it evelooksas if they contradict each other. Only when you study the records
closely can you see that there is real harmonynbethe apparent contradictions, as Chapter 19
shows.

All these things are the marks of honest men, telling a true story.
(2) Their stories hang together as a whdfahe gospels are a mixture of fact and fiction,
then which bits are the factual bits? Hundreds of unbelievers andéii@¥ers have tried to
answer this question to their own satisfaction.
But no two have ever reached exactly the same conclusion. They have been attempting the
i mpossi bl e. It candt be dtohwerkalbdmh Bheygeadligeeal s do n o't
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consistent, unified record. (If you should think that modern scholars have shown that the gospels
are in fact a patchwork album, please reserve your judgment until you have read Part Two of this
book.)

Our character study showed that the Jesus of the gospels had a character far above that of any
other man. Take away all the passages that indicate a superhuman character for Jesus, and there
is very little left. The four gospels are absolutely consistent in their messagie#iust was a
uniquely righteous person; consequently, it makes sense to accept that He was.

Once you grant this, everything else in the gospels follows naturally. Despite His quiet
humility He had a serene confidence that He was sinless, that He was Messiah, that He was Son
of God. All this ties up with His perfect character; it is what we might have expected.

So are the stories of His miracles. The very presence of the Son of God on earth was itself a
miracle. Nothing could be more natural than that Haukhwork some miracles for the good of
mankind while He was here.

If you have an old, worout Bible to spare, try this little experént. Blot out all the miracles
from your four gospels, and see what is left. You will find that the remaining fragments often falil
to make sense. This clearly shows that the miracle stories are not something added as an
afterthought, but are an integral part of the original record.

(Pl ease dondét shut your mind to thes&mtofacts be
believe in miracles. We shall be looking at miracles from a scientific viewpoint in Chapter 21.)

(3) They did not keep on writing.hese f our books are the best S
literature. Yet they are extremely brief. They occupy only twenty or thirty pages each, in the
average printed Bible. No other writings by Matthew or Mark are known, and only about another
thirty pages by Luke and twenty by John.

| f their writing were the product of 2t heir 0\
Creative geniuses cannot bear to stop after one short outburst. But since the gospel writers did
stop so soon, they were evidently not men of genius eager to express themselves in creative
work. Nor could they have been spurred on by the desire for fame.

Some unbelievers suggest that they did keep on writing, but that their other works were not
preserved. But this only creates another problem: why did their readers not bother to keep the
other works of these brilliant authors? Hundreds of pages of ftiagsrof less gifted Jews and
Greeks of that period have survived, but only a hanof pages by Matthew, Mark, Luke and
John. Why?

If we regard these men as mere literary geniuses the problem is insoluble. Bestseller writers
have seldom or never been known to burst into full flower with one brief work of superb artistry,
and then stop. If only one gospel writer had done so, we might perhaps explain it as a remarkable
exception to the general rule. But since two have done it, and the other two hadealyda

29 .
few more pages by way of sequelye need some better explanation.
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There is only one explanation that makes psychological sense. They must have been single
minded men with one purpose: to set down a few facts of tremendous importance. They told their
tale briefly and accuratelgnd then stopped.

(4) They do not tell us what Jesus looked IKetion writers almost always give us some sort
of picture of their great heroes. If Matthew, Mark, Luke and John really were adding fiction to
fact, surelyone of them would have dropped some hint about the agopEsmaof Jesus. Yet none
of them gives us a clue.

We have no idea whether He was short or tall, fat or thin, dark or fair, handsome or ugly.

Why not? There is one obvious explanation which fits the facts. God said to an Old Testament
prophet:

ifiThe Lord seeth not as mawardsagpearahce, butthelLorchan | ool
| ooketh 03r01 the heart. o

The evidence before us suggests that Jesus really was the Son of God. How very fitting that
God should guide the pens of the four men who described His Son, to ensure that they gave us a
perfect picture of His fAhearto, but not the sl i
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7
The Evidence of the Empty Tomb

Before you read this chapter, let me give you a friendly warning.

If you are an unbeliever and want to remain on
forget it as quickly as possible. Dondt think
studying in detail the evidence thkesus rose from the dead.

| say this because experience shows that it is a very perilous thing for unbelievers to do. Take
two actual case histories, one ancient, one modern.

Two upperclass Englishmen of the eighteenth century were Lord Lyttleton and his friend
Gilbert West. They were both trained lawyers. They knew how to weigh evidence and how to
argue a case.

As young men they were both unbelievers. It is said that in their early days they had hopes of
publishing propagandagainstthe truth of Chistianity. At any rate, it is known that they both set
their agnostic minds to work studying the evider

The same thing happened to them both. Despite their early antagonism to the Bible, despite
their deepest prejudices, the sheer weight of evidence made them change their minds. West and

Lyttleton published the results of their separate studies in a jointlb'blmdxy argued that Christ
really did rise from the dead, and that Paul was converted in consequence.

flmenti on this to Nor man, he brushes it on one
al | a long time ago. 0 This is a curious objecti
are still worth more than all the paperbacks on the station bookstall. The facts that Lyttleton and
West faced are just as formidable in the twentieth century as in the eighteenth, as the following
story shows.

In 1930 Frank Morrison published a very unusual bzomkhis preface he stated:

Ailt [ his b oo kohfession, the Bireeestoty ofa imanywhaoaset Out to write one
kind of book and found himself compelled by the sheer force of circumstances to write
another . o

He explained what he meant in the first chapter
be Writteno. When he set out to write a book he
nor that He rose from the dead. Hi s book was ir
was to be a study of the lassi WeetuooftiCbribi ébi
gospel records, and report what was left.

So Morrison sat down to do his homework. He made a very thorough and scholarly study of
all the available evidence. At the end of it all he wrote a very different book, which with
irresistible logic leads up to a final paragraph:

ifiThere may be, and, as the writer thinks, the
basis for that much disputed seence i n t hebPRAposthiesd Capedle ro

from the dead. 6
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I n other words, Morrison decl ared, AHaving st
formerly denied: Jesus really did rise from the

How Do We Know?

Well, what is the nature of this evidence that convinces so many people? How can anyone
possibly know whether Jesus rose from the dead or not?

There are several ways of tackling this question. One way is to begin with the broader
guestion of what constitutes historical evidence.

How do we know any of the facts of history? For example, how do we khatvthe
American War of Independence began in 1775 with the Battle of Bunker Hill, and that although
the English won the battle the losses they suffered were disastrous?

Nobody doubts these facts, although all the people who saw the battle have been dead for
more than a hundred years. We rely upon the written accounts left behind by a few of those
eyewitnesses.

It is like that with the resurrection of Jesus. Four gospel writers give us a written account of it.
Two of them were eyewitnesses, the othersewrtimate friends of eyewitnesses. Two more
eyewitnesses, Peter and Paul, add their testimony in their New Testament epistles.

Don6ét make the mistake of | ooking upon the Nev
the product of a group of real, live men. We saw in the previous chapter that it is difficult to read
the gospels without concluding that Jesus was a real person, with real disciples, who wrote the
truth about Him.

We shall see in Chapter 16 that most of the New Testament was almost edtioubitten

while people who remembered Jesus were still alive. Its authors were certainly not men of the
second century writing down legends. They were men of the first century writing about their own
experiences.

We must therefore treat the New Testament as the writtermtesti of a number of
witnesses. The only question is: were those witnesses telling the truth or not?

Before attempting to answer that question, we must consider a parallel question from modern
history. How do we know that Sir Edmudillary and the Sherpa, Tensing, conquered Mount
Everest in 1953?

There were no independent witnesses of their achievement, and Hillary and Tensing might be
regarded as two very biased men. Yet nobody doubts the truth of their claim to have reached the
summit.

Is it possible that Hillary and Tensing were bluffing? Could they have been beaten by the last
stretch of ice and rock, and then decided to cover up their disappointment with a false tale of
victory and a faked photograph?

Surely not. Mountain clifmers have a very strong code of honour, and it goes against all past
experience to suppose that two dedicated mountaineers would behave like that.
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Well, then, is it possible that they were genuinely mistaken? Could the awesome majesty of
their surroundings, or the bottled oxygen they were breathing, have given them hallucinations
and made them think that some lesser needle of rock was the summit?

This possibility, too, must be dismissed. These two hardened men of action were not the type
to make a hystera blunder like that.
So the world takes their word for it, and firmly believes that they really did reach the top.

Reliable Witnesses

There are equally good grounds for accepting th
did rise from the dead.

Were Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Peter and Paul all deliberately lying?

Of course not. Men only lie when they stand to gain something from it. What did the apostles
gain from their testimony to the resurrection? Imprisonment, torture and death! Men lg® no
for rewards such as these. And besides, the lofty moral tone of their New Testament writings
shows that they were men of high principles.

What, then, of the possibility that they were genuinely mistaken? Could they have been the
victims of a great delusion?

This suggestion goes right against the facts. On their own admission the apostles all had a
mar ked prejudice against the idea of Christos r ¢
and convince them that Jesus really had risen.

Wishful thinking might have led Mary Magdalene to mistake the gardener for Jesus, if she
had been expecting Him to rise from the dead. But the record says that the opposite hstppened

. 3
mistook the resurrected Jesus for the gardener.

Wishful thinking might have led the two disciples travelling to Emmaus to mistake a stranger
for Jesus, if they had wanted to believe in His resurrection. Instead of that, they mistook the

4
resurrected Jesus for a stranger.

When He appeared to His sorrowing apostles, even theghtihéie was a phantemmtil they
were invited to touch Him, putting their hands into the wound in His side, and their fingers into

the holes where the nails had fastened Him to the ?:ross.

They thought they were imagining His presenoél He joined them in a meal, and they saw
food disappearing into His mouthHe spent many, many hours with them, enlarging their
undersganding of the Old Testament SCI’ithI’ABd finally they all watched Him ascend into
heaven.

No, all the evidence suggests that we ntresat these contempaies of Jesus with the same
respect as Hillary and Tensing. We have no reason to suspect them of lying. There are no
grounds for thinking of them as poor, deluded simpletons.

There is only one view of them that fits the facts. They were honest, intelligent men, reporting
a very wonderful event.
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Cause and Effect

In Chapter 2 we noted a fundamental law of science, that nothing ever happens without a cause.
In Chapter 6 we saw how Christianity came into existence in a most unfalearaironment.

Now these are two facts that simply cannot be denied. Even if you are not yet convinced that
Jesus rose from the dead, you cannot reasonably disagree with the statements in the previous
paragraph.

Put those two statements together, and immediately a question arises. What was the cause that
gave birth to Christianity? Whatever that cause was it must have been something tremendous,
judging by the results it achieved.

Remember, as Chapter 6 showed, what an unpopular religion Christiasityamang both
Jews and Gentiles. Nevertheless quite a few Jews and Gentiles did accept it. And those few
accepted it with such tremendous vigour that they changed the face of the world.

The unbelieving Jews accused the early Christi

d o w8 And from a Jewish point of view, they had. The Jewish religion was the oldest, strictest,
narrowest, most setfonfident religion on earth. It was a religion first given to their fathers by
God Himself, and how they prided thezhses on that fact!

True, they were not a united body. They had their various sects and schools of thought. But
on certain things they were all agreed. These were such vital parts of the Jewish religion, and had
been unchanged for so many centuries, that they clung fanatically to them. Their basic dogmas
included:

(1) The belief that there was only one God. In a world where every other nation worshipped
many gods, this was the great distinguishing mark of the Jewish faith.

(2) A superior attitude to thedatiles. The God that the Jews believed in had no interest in
the Gentiles, unless they were prepared to adopt the Jewish religion and way of life completely.

(3) A fanatical insistence on keeping the Sabbath Day (Saturday) as a day of complete rest
from work and a day of worship.

(4) A determination not to eat those foods (such as pork) that were forbidden by the Law of
Moses.

(5) A deep hatred of human sacrifice.

From among this ultraonservative people sprang the leaders of a new faith. They were not
irreligious men. They were men of the very highest moral principles. Yet their teaching cut right
across the cherished dogmas of the Jews.

The Christians claimed that they still believed in only one God. But most Jews regarded that
claim as absurd. How could these Chaiss say they had only one God, when their Lord Jesus
was supposed to be sitting in heaven at Godods
was blasphemous nonsense; it reminded them of the deified heroes that the pagansrelieved i

Then there was that question of sacrifice. To the devout Jew, sacrifice could mean only one

thing. A priest would slay an animal in the temple at Jerusalem, and offer it to God in the way
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that Moses had prescribed. These Christians had the audacity to say that Jesus Christ, who was
executed as a criminal, was really a human sacri

To the orthodox Jews the practices of the early Christians were as evil as their beliefs. They
admitted Gentiles to full membershgb their Church, without first making Jews of them. They
dropped the Sabbath, and worshipped God on Sunday instead. They allowed people to eat
whatever food they fancied.

But despite all these objections a fair sprinkling of Jews, including quite a number of

priests{O did join the early Church. What happened to cause this? What shook these people out of
their deepseated prejudices, based on a thousand years of national pride and tradition?

To produce such a staggering result, something extraordinatyhanes happened. What could it
have been? The New Testamentyisles an answer. It says that Peter stood up in Jerusalem and

proved that Jesus had risen from the dead; in consequence 3,000 Jerusalemites werélbaptised.

The New Testamentods explanation fits the facts
resurrection of Jesus, if clearly edtabed, could well have overcome the prejudices of so many
devout Jews. It is hard to imagine what else could have produced such a dramatic result.

One Jewo be converted was called Paul. Nowadays no one seriously doubts that he was a
real historical character, who wrote at least some of the New Testament books bearing his name.
He was a brilliant man, with a phenomenal understanding of the Old Testament. (Just study his
epistles if you have any doubt about that.)

Full of zeal for the orthodox Jewish position, he began life as a persecutor of the Christian
Church. Yet he changed abruptly, to become the most effective of all Christian preachers, and
ended higlays as a martyr for Christ.

What changed him? Let him explain in his own words:

il f Chri st be not ri sen, then i s ouris preachirt
Christ risen from the dead.... He was seen of Cephas, then of the twelve; after that He was
seen of above five hundred brethren at once, of whom the greater part remain unto this
present . . . After that He was seen of James, then of all the apostles. And ladi@fnadls

12 . N
seenofmealsa,s of one born out of due ti me. 0O

On two occasions he explained at length how he met the resurrected Jesus on the road to

Damascusl? It was this that changed the course of his life, he said.

Either this was true, and Christ did rise from the dead. Or it was false, and we are left with a
fact wi t hout an explanation. For how el se <can
epistles that he wrote?

The Tomb was Empty
One thing is quite certain. The tomb in which the body of Jesus was buried was empty three days

later. The dead body of Jesusms never seen again. If an unbeliever wants to dispute the
resurrection story, he must take that fact as his starting point.
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How can we be sure of this? Because it is obvious. The Jewish leaders who crucified Jesus
would have | oved to be able to say-asddadasoKk, t hi
ever! o Had they done so, Christianity would neve

But they were powerless. The tomb was empty, and so they could not disprove the resurrection
story. They could only make the best dfad job, and try to explain the emptiness of the tomb.

They put their wily heads together, and concocted the very best story they could. Matthew
tells us:

ARnThey gave | arge money unto the soldiers [tha
t omb ] saying, 6Say ye, AHIi s disciples came by
And this saying is commonly rfeported among the
Matthewbébs statement i s confirmel5(andﬁ'@rtulliarl\g/o | ater

were stil meeting the same explanation from unbelieving Jews in the second half of the second
century.

The unbelieversd favourite approach today i s
prefer to dodge the main issue completely, by r
know that our gospels are what the apostles wro
in |l ater years? Donét the gospel writers contr acf

All such questions are beside the point. They merely evade the mnaindee nce f or Chr i
resurrection, which is based upon the unassailable facts of history. And in any case, these
guestions are dealt with in Part Two of this book.

The ATheft Theoryo was the very best that the
produce. It stands to reason that, after this lapse of time, no modern unbeliever is likely to
produce a better theory. And yet such is human nature that various modern unbelievers have
tried.

They have only managed to find three alternatives worth sedonsideration. First, there is
the AWrong Tomb Theoryodo. According to this, the
of dawn blundered into some other tomb. |t haprpg
cried impetuoushand convinced the world that they were right.

Then there is the ARecovery Theoryo. Thi s sugc
quite dead when they took it down from the cross, buried it, and partially embalmed it. Then the
severely wounded Jesus recovered cmmsness. He managed to free Himself from the
embalming cloths, break the seal on the great stone that closed the mouth of the tomb, roll its
vast mass to one side, and creep past the guards unobserved.

But this tall story is not finished yet. It goes on to declare that thedball Jesus appeared to
His disciples and managed to persuade them that He had been raised to splendid, glerious, all
powerful immortality. Then He managed to disappear for ever from the scene, so that none of
them saw Him die.

Believe it or not, this improbable tale has been put forward by unbelievers time after time. Surely
they must be in a bad way, if they can be satisfied with a theory like that.
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Finally, there is the AHa lciplesgatherad togetimerfdrheor y 0.
meeting, and in a religious frenzy they all imagined that the risen Lord appeared to them.

Two of these four theories can be dismissed without a second
thought. The AWrong Tombod and AHall udatthat i ondo t |
Jews would certainly have produced the dead body of Jesus, and blown Christianity to bits.

The ARecovery Theoryo is so obviously far fetc
Jewish AThef't Theoryo is the best of a bad | ot
consideration.

Yet it still does not explain half the facts. It presupposes that the apostles were a bunch of
brazen cheats. But they were obviously neither brazen nor cheats. They were thoroughly

frightened men. On their awadmission, when Jesus died they all forsook Him anél7ﬂmti
lost faith in His Messiahship.

And they were good men. Cheats do not write sublime religious literature like the New
Testament, nor suffer martyrdom cheerfully for the sake of their faith.
But worst of all, l'i ke all the unbelieversdé the
that unbelievers refuse to face:

What caused the sudden uprise of Christianity in an utterly hostile world? What caused a little
band of devout, workinglass Jews to overcome their deepted religious prejudices; to
challenge the religious leaders of their nation; to lay down their lives preaching an incredibly
novel and unpopular faith?
It was the most extraordinary, unlikely occurrence in all history. What caused it?
Only one explanation fits the facts.

There is no need for me to tell you what that explanation is.
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A Law Ahead of its Time

Imagine one of those programmes where a man in a busy street with a microphone and a
television camera stomassers by.

AExcuse me, Sir, (or, Madam) . I wonder i f you
shalt |l ove thy neighbour as thyselfo6?o0
Leaving out the ADondt knowo and the fADono6t ca
will answer, AWhy, Jesus, of course! o

But they would be wrong. Those words first appear in the book of Levftioear the
beginning of the Old Testament. All Jesus did was to remind people of their importance.
The first five books of the Bibl&enesis, Exodus, LeviticublJumbers and Deuteronomy

contain the code of | aws under which the childr
Law of Mosesodo, or simply fAThe Lawo.
AiThou shalt | ove thy neighbour as thyselfo il]

Jesus is regarded as a very advanced moral teacher, and, of course, He was. Yet one of His most
famous sayings was a quotation from the Law of Moses.

There is no need to spend much time discussing the Tem@otdments. No other document
in the world has hado much influence on the legal and moral codes that civilised man lives by.
Other men in the ancient world, like the famous Hammurabi, drew up their own codes of law.
Yet none of these has had the lasting effect of the Ten Commandments.

But at the moment | am more concerned with the Law of Moses as
a law of love. Men think of it as a stern, strong law, and it was so. It
had to be, in that fanff lawless age. But in many ways it was also
a tender, merciful law. And considering the age in which it was
written, that is little short of a miracle.

A little over a hundred years ago, a famous cartoon appeared in an English journal. It bore the
following caption:

AWhoods O6i m, Bill ?20

AA stranger! o

~ 7 Ve 2 - s oo Y
foEave o6arf a brick at 6i m. o

This typifies the attitude of men to strangers all through history. Now contrast what Moses
said:

AThe stranger that dwelleth with you shal/l be
3
him as thyself, for ye were strangers in the |

Not only your neighbour, but you must alve the foreigner as yourself! Here Moses was
not only ahead ohis time, but ahead obur time, too. Think how much racial strife would be
avoided in the world today, if men would only do as Moses commanded.

The Law was concerned with little things as well as big. Think of all the mental suffering that
has been caused by malicious, gossiping tongues. The Law clamped down on this:
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iThou shalt not go up and dbwn as a talebearer

Among the other ancient sauellyorhisfelovhreen.Onlywas no e
among the Jews was cruelty kept in check. There was no death by prolonged torture in Israel.
The only forms of capital punishment prescribed by the Law of Moses led to a quick death.

The Law also set a limit to the extent of corporal punishment. Other nations would flog
criminals indefinitely, until often they died beneath the lash. But Moses said that forty strokes

.5 . .6
must be the maximumThe Law even ruled against cruelty to animals.

All through history the moneylendeaé been the curse of primitive societies. Even today, in
many underdeveloped countries starving peasants spend their whole lives in debt, while the
moneylenders grow rich from disgracefully high rates of interest. Many Jews are among those
who have made fortunes from moneylending. But they would not have been if they had
appreciated the spirit of their Law.

For the Law set an example to all mankind by frowning on this practice. Israelites were
allowed (though not encouraged) to take interest from foresgrizut three different books

forbade Israelites to charge one another intérASthe same time Moses insisted that, if a poor

citizen needed an interefsee loan or a gift, he must be giverf itAlthough the lender was

all owed to ask for the borrowerds coat as secur
the owner needed it for warmth.

Pure Worship

When Israel first became a nation, the religions of their neighbours were indescribably vile. The
world was full of idols, in whose nameetfoulest deeds were done. Human sacrifice, black
magic, ritual prostitution, witchcrathere was no end to the evils perpetrated under the guise of
religion.

Now and again some outstanding rsarch as King Amdmtep IV, who ruled Egypt during
the fourteenth centuryB@&oul d try to reform his countryés re
lasting influence on mankind. There was only one nation whose Law shone like a beacon in a
dark world:

il am the Lord thy God....eTMlguc‘)shaIt have nor
AfHear , O I srael : The Lord our God is one VLord
all thine heart, and Witﬁlall thy soul, and wi

There was only one God, not a thousand and one. Because of that, a man must be single
minded in his devotion to that One God. The idols of the other nations were as nothing; therefore
they must not have the slightest influence upon

AThou shal't not |l earn to do after efoumd abomi na:
among you any one that maketh his son or his daughter to pass through the fire, or that useth
divination, or an observer of times, or an enchanter, or a witch, or a charmer, or a consulter
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with familiar spirits, or a wizard, or a necromancer. For all that do these things are an
. . 12 R
abomination unto the Lord. o

Right up to the time of Christ there was not a
and banned all these hideous religious practices of the ancient world.

Health is Wealth

iWhaheé sgot t hat I havenot got ?20 is a common hur
unpopularity is that men have often had cause to be jealous of them.

Professor Rendle Short, who was a surgeon as well as a Bible student, gives an interesting

example from fourteentbentury Italy%3 Plague was sweeping the country, and the Italians
noticed that the Jewish communities escaped much more lightly than themselves. They guessed,
correctly, that the Jewish Law had something to do with it. So they adopted thh dgst=m,

and their death rate fell.

As a twentietkcentury Italian doctor has written in an ordinary medical textbook:

fi N-one can fail to be impressed by the careful hygienicguons of the Mosaic period.
The extremely stringent quaranti®hnhe rules very

Here are some of the provisions of the Law that helped to keep Israel healthy.
(1) Isolaton.iLeper so (the Biblical term includes a wt

. . 15
with the modern leprosy) were camndedto live separately from the rest of the peopl&éhe
modern practice of isolating sufferers from infectious diseases was derived directly from the
Jews.

(2)Washing after handling dead bodiéd/hen a Jew had handled a dead body he was
regarded as fAuncleano. He was to be quaranti nec

washing procedure before he was regarded as fit to mix with societylggmmil about a
hundred years ago surgeons used to handle the dead and the dying, and then go stithight into
operating theatre without washing. Thousands of their patients died through infection. Many of
them might have lived if those early surgeons had kept the Law of Moses.

(3) Sanitation.In 1969 | walked along the main street of a large African city and watched
human excrement drifting along the open drains at the sides of the road. | reflected on the high
incidence of disease in that city, and the low expectation of life. And thendeseh how much
better off the people would be if only they obeyiee Law of Moses:

AiYou must have a |l atrine outside the camp an
among your weapons, and when you relieve yourself outside, you must dig a hole with it, to
17

cover up your filth.o

It was not until the eighteenth century that Western Europe began to see wviliig
wisdom of this part of the Law. And hundreds of millions of people have not seen the wisdom of
it yet.
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(4)The food lawsTwo chapters in the LalWare filled with lists of the birds, beasts and
fisheswhich may and may not be eaten. With a few exceptions the lists agree with what modern
man regards as healthy and unhealthy food. The-8athg creatures, the rats, the reptiles and
most insects are forbidden; the vegetarian bird and beasts are permitted.

The main differences from modern practice are that pork andishedre forbidden by the
Law, yet are eaten today. But there were good
health inspectors backed by an elaborate laboratory service sae ¢hat pigs and shellfish are
reared under healthy conditions. Israel had no such facilities.
We know now that two serious diseases, cysticercosis and trigisinéan be caught through
eating the flesh of pigs infected by parasitic worms. In a primitive society the only safe way to
avoid these diseases is to steer clear of pork.

As for shellfish, they are quite harmless if they grow in water free from sewage. But if human
excrement is present they feed on it, and then may harbour the germs of tgptoadher
intestinal diseases. Modern science takes precautions against this, but the only precaution open to
ancient Israel was to abstain from shellfish.

Even modern food science can sometimes slip up, and let an unsafe batch of shellfish on to
the market. The last time (the very last!) that | ate oysters | was carried off on a stretcher at
midnight. | had a week in hospitample time to reflect that Moses was wiser than I.

Cecil Roth has published some figures showing how the Jews have remaineightelth

their neighbours right down to modern tirﬁ%@ne year when statistics were collected for the

death rates among infants less than a year old in Czarist Russia, the rate for Jews was 13.2 per

cent and for noWews 26.0 per cent. In Vienna it was 8.3 per cent for Jews, 16.1 per cent for

nortJews. In New York in 1915 it was 7.8 per cent for Jews, 10.5 per cent far row s . AEven
today [he wrote in 1956] the infant death rate i

Conservation of Resources

In 1966a new body was formed in London by a group of eminent British citizens. It is called

iThe Conservation Societyodo, and its objects wer ¢
A(iii) To promote the conservation in the inte
life .

(iv) To promote the conservatiofR of human cul

It has taken the world all this time to realis
be carefully conserved. Meanwhile, human foolishness and greed hasmlolteharm to the
beautiful world in which we live.
Much of this harm could have been prevented if more people had obeyed the Law of Moses.
For this Law taught the necessity of servation of resources several thousand years before man
seriously thought about it. Here are three examples:
(1) Bird life. If an Israelite caught a mother bird sitting on a nest, he must not take both the
mother and her eggs or youn%. He could take the eggs or young birds, but had to let the mother

go free to perpetuate the sjes.
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If only modern man had listened to Moses, the museums of the world would not now be full of
stuffed examples of extinct birds. We should n
beautiful passenger pigeon of North America, and the great auk of the North Atlantic, would still

be thriving in their millions as they were at the beginning of the last century.

(2) Arable land.Every seventh year the Israelite had to let his arable land lie fallow (that is,

. 22 . . . —
uncultivated). Under modern farming methodsis is not necessary. But with more primitive
methods of agriculture, constant cropping was liable to destroy the fertility of the land.

The Law of Moses provided an effective method of preventing human greed from ruining the
good earth. But mankind disregarded the Law. All over the world-mede deserts sprawl
where once were fertile fields. The deserts of Iraqg, the coastal belt of North Africa, the dust
bowls of the United Stateal these might still be rich farmland if the Law had been obeyed.

(3) Fruit trees.In present day warfare anything gemsalmost anything. There are, it is true,
a few fArules of war o, dating back to the first
scope, and not all countries recognise them. Even those that say they accept them sometimes
break the rules when the crunch comes.

In the Vietnam war America introduced a new mi
U.S. air force has sprayed many thousands of tons of weedkiller over-eneuapied territory.
Vast areas of jungle where enemy troops once hid have been turned inpmeatgrdesert. Rice
crops and fruit trees have also been wiped out, and great nhumbers of Viethamese have gone
hungry in consequence. Such is Atotal waro, as i

But ancient Israel were forbidden to treat nature so ruthlessly. Even under the stress of war
they were not allowed to chop down fruit trees to make defensive barriers. Though this might
have reduced their own casualties, or even turned defeat intoyyititey still must not do it.

Moses told them why not: ﬁfsor the tree of the fi
Thus the Jewish Law of three thousand years ago was in this respect far wiser, far more
civilised, than American law (or British law, for that matter) of today.

(4) Human strengthThis was the most precious of all natural resources, in a world where
machine power had not yet come to replace muscle power. The Law of Moses introduced a

. o 4
revolutionary new principle to conserve human streiagtiompulsory day akest, once a wee2k.

Those faroff days were not noted for any humanitarian tendencies. Yet the astonishing fact
about the Sabbath law was this:applied to everybody in the land, Israelite and foreigner,

.25
master and slave alike.

Such an act of generosity on the part of rulers towards their slaves is without parallel in
hi story. Yet Israel és Law commanded it, and, by
The great medical historian, Karl Sudhoff, has said:

h i nbiishnmart pfea weekly dayaoh ki nd t h

iHad Judaism given t
St be forced to pr®claim he

no
rest, we shoul d |

Family Life
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Jews have always been known for the happiness and stability of their home lives,
In the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, when wigsating was expressly permitted by English
| aw, the Jewish rabbis could say, it i's not t

.27 R
Gentiles do. o

In 1952 Jewish marriages involving divorced persons numbered 122 out of a to&&fdk,

6.5 per cent. This was about half the comparable figure for the British people as EZISMUIBE.
Jewish wives regard homemaking as a full time job. In E5®@nly 11 per cent of Jewish

. 9.
women went out to work, compared with 34 per cent of the overall popu?atlon.

The secret of successful Jewish home life, like so many other things Jewish, lay in the Law. In
the ancient world (as in primitive societies today) wives were often regarded as mere chattels, to
be used, disarded and replaced at wiChildren were nothing more than economic assets to the
Gentile nations.
But | srael 6s Law was different. Jewi sh women h
prostitution were very severely discouraged. Men had to treat their wives fairly, even if they

disliked them. Although divorce was not forbidden it was not encouraged, but was carefully

regulatedg.1 And the ideal Jewish marriage was clearly specified in the beginning: one man and
one woman, joined together for lif&.

The Law laid great stres upon the <careful upbringing of
33
responsibility to see that his children were wel

The Jewish religion would never have survived without this stress on religious education
within every family. At the same time it has had a usefupitmduct for the Jews. They have
always been more advanced than any other nation in every form of education. Without doubt,
their success in the world is partly due to this.

Thus, for example, a census taken in 188/ aledhat more than half the adult population of
ltaly could not read or write, but that only one Italian Jew in 17 could not read or*{ite.
census of university students in Britain in 1%b4evealed that 2.8 per cent of students were

Jew53,5although Jews form only 0.8 per cent of the ¢
How Did Moses Manage It?

Once more we have a remarkable fact to face. The Law of Mosewmi(emhin the first five

books of the Bible) was astonishingly advanced in its provisions. It was atHeastthousand

years ahead of its time. The rest of the world did not realise the wisdom of many parts of the Law
until the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

How are we going to account for this? How did Moses manage to give his people such a
revolutionary and brilliantly successful law?
Here is Mosesd own explanati on:
AiWhat great nation is there that hath a god s
What great nation is there that hath statutes and judgments so righteous as all this Law?...
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The Lod spake unto you . . . The Lord commanded me at that time to teach you statutes and
judgm®nts. o

Moses took no credit for himself. He was not the greatest legalistic genius of all time. He was
not a man 3,000 years ahead of his time. It was not his brain that anticipated so many discoveries
of modern sociology, hygiene, medicine and econorhltssLaw, he says, came from God.

This explanation by Moses fits the facts. Is there an alternative explanation that fits them half
as well? How do the unbelievezgplain the stubborn facts?

The answer is that they dondét. They cannot pro
fall back once more on the technique of sstipping them.
AMoses didndédt write the Law, o0 they cry. #dAlt wa

centuries after the time of Moses. 0O

As if that made any difference! If true, it would only make the Law two thousdddyears
ahead of its time, instead of three thousand. And in any case, as we shall see later, it is by no
means poved that Moses did not write the Law.

So they try another taclewishiPahopadamsdalsdo | ust
Agai n: so what? Facts are stildl fact s, even if
at them. And in any case, it is not true. My feelings are certainiBjte, but they are not pro
Jewish. | have no particular liking, nor any dislike, for the Jews. | am just a neutral observer of
what anyone can see to be an extraordinary people, with an extraordinary Law.

Ask yourself: how d youexplain these facts? You know how Moses explained them. He said
that he received his astonishing Law from God Almighty.
If this is not true, how did he manage to produce such a Law?
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The Ring of Truth

| shall never forget the day my father showed me my first counterfeit coin.
ALook at this, son, 0 he said. fAldve been done! o
He held it lightly between the fingers and thumbs of both hands, and bent it easily into a
horseshoe shape. | gasped with surprise and watched, fascinated, as he bent itdadginal
shape. He passed it to me and | examined it. It still looked like a genuine half crown.

AHow did you know it was a dud, Dad?06 | asked.
ABecause of this, o0 he replied, taking it from me
AfiHear that dul | clonking noise? Now I|listen to

dropped a genuine half crown beside the counterfeit. There was no mistaking the different sound.
Even my schoolboy ear could detect the ring of truth.

Experience Counts

In every wék of life people learn to sense the difference between true and false.
Old hands in the teaching profession can glance down an examin@om, and pick Out the
one boy who is trying to crib. The customs officer gradually learns to spot which suitcases are
worth opening. The experienced magistrate can nearly always tell when a witness is lying. In
every walk of life things either ring true, or they ring false.
But before you can detect the ring of truth with any certainty you need experience. Itfr¢here
significant thathose who know the Bible best trust it the most.

A Bible lover once told an anecdote about a pompous colonel at a dinner table.

Aln my opinion, o6 he declared, Athe Koran is va

AExcuse me, Colonel , 0 said a clergyman. AiDo yo
ever read the Bible from beginning to end?0o0

The colonel admitted that he had not, and waited uneasily for the second question.

AHave you ever even seen a copy of the Koran?o

When the colonelagai answered that he hadndét, the clergy
hi msel f . AYou publicly declare that a book you
you have never read right through!o

That story rings true. | have met dozens and dozens of people like the colonel, who condemn
the Bible vigorously but have never read it. On the other hand | know people whose whole
attitude to the Bible changed entirely when once they started to read it. As they read it, they
could see that here was a bobéttrang true.

As an example, take the fourth book of Moses, called the book of Numbers. You will see that
it consists of three main elements:

(1) Lists of names, places and statistics about the nation of Israel. (Hence the name,
ANumber so.)

(2) Detailed laws and regulations (mainly of a religious character).

(3) Stories of things that happened to Israel, and things they did, during their forty years in the
wilderness.
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Now does this book ring true, or not? Many people who have studied it are conviriced tha
does. Those lists of names may make very dull reading today, but their very existence, scattered
throughout the book, has the ring of truth about it.

If those lists were written by Moses, we can see the reason for them. They were very
important to the people named in them. But it is very hard to imagine why a forger, writing
hundreds of years later, should bother to compile such lists.

The historical parts of the book also ring true. Nearly all the stories show up Israel in an
unfavourable light. Somof them throw an unfavourable light upon Moses himself. But they all
portray human nature just as we know it to be: generally weak, obstinate, prejudiced, ungrateful,
hasty, faithles$out now and again rising above itself, and reaching heights of glory.

In the years between the two world wars the greatest living Engdistspent a quiet life at
Chartwell. Churchill was biding his time, waiting until his country needed him again.

In those days he had plenty of time to think, and his great mind didhriok $rom reaching
unpopular conclusions. He, almost alone, told the world the truth about the Nazi menace.

And Churchill also told the world that the books of Moses rang true.

He wrote in his essay on Moses:

AfWe must, at this point, examine briefly the w
himself] reject, however, with scorn all those learned and laboured myths that Moses was but a
legendary figure upon whom the priesthood and the people hung their essential social, moral

and religious ordinaces. We believe thdahe most scientific viewthe most ugo-date and

rationalistic conception, will find it$ullest satisfaction in taking the Bible story literally.

We remain unmoved by the tomes of Professor @radl and Dr DryasdustVe may be sure

that all these things happened just as they are set out in Holy\W&itnay believe that they
happened to people not so O6very different fro
people received were faithfully recorded and have been transraiteds the centuries with

far more accuracy than many of the telegraphed accounts we read of theogoaideday. In

the words of a forgotten work of Mr Gladstomee r est wi th assurance upon

rock of Holl(y'heﬁadjcsarq)nhine.)eﬁ.(‘)

Why did Churchill reach such an unorthodox conclusion? First, because he read his Bible
thoroughly and carefully. And secondly, because he was never a man to be swayed by the weight
of public opinion; he was prepared to think things out for hifnsel

Ding and Dong

It is easier to detect the <cl ear Adi ngo of the
Afdongo of the false.

You can apply this test to the gospels. In addition to the four gospels of our Bible, there are a
number of secalled gospels. They were written in the second, third and fourth centuries.

Here is a typical passage f mgthe entrly ef JeSuSmts p e | of
Pil atebébs judgment hall:
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And Jesus going in, and the standbedrers holding their standardfie tops of the
standards were bent down and adored Jesus. And the Jews seeing the bearing of the standards,
how they bent down and adored Jesus, cried Out vehemently against the standard bearers . . .
[It goes on for a whole page, with the Jews arguing about whether the standards really bent
down miraciously. Then Pilate agrees to try and repeat the miracle.) . . . And the procurator
ordered Jesus to come in the second time. And the runner did in the same manner as before,
and made many entreaties ®sus to walk on his cloak. And He walked on it, and went in.

And as He went i n, t he standarés were again be
Now compare this with the simple dignity of the Biblical accounts:

AfiAnd when they had bound Him they |l ed Him awa\)
governor. o0 (Matthew)

AAnd straightway 1in the mortationnwjth thehelderscand e f pri
scribes and the whole council, and bound Jesus and carried Him away, and delivered Him to
Pilate. o (Mar k)

AiAd the whole company of them rose up and brou
AiThen | ed they Jesus from Caiaphas unto the he

Another example. There are many ancient accounts of the creation of the world in the sacred
books of mankind. Here are two typical specimens:

(1) Berosus, a Babylonian priest, said that the god Belus came out and cut the woman
Omoraka asunder, and of one half of her he formed the earth and of the other half of her the
heavens. Later, Belus commanded one of thiks go take off his head and to mix the blood with
the earth, and with this mixture to make men and animals.

(2) Manu, the reputed writer of the Hindusdé mo
out of a golden egg. He lived in it for a time, and then made heaven Out of one part of the egg
and earth out of the other.

Against these, the Bible gives us another alternative:

iln the beginning God created the heaven and
and darkness was upon the face of thggdéed the Spirit of God moved upon the face of the

waters. And God said, 6Let there be l'ight . & An

There is obviously a tremendous gulf between the other books and the Bible. All other ancient
creation stories sound I|ike the product of a O06v
still makes sense in this scientific age. It reads like a sober statement of some momentous facts.

Truth is Often Painful
When the translators of the Bi bdresiianndoheyfEm gl 61slh |

dedicated it to King James | . Their nAepistle of
version. It begins like this:
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nGreat and mani fold were the bDblessings, mo s t
Father of all mercies, bestowed upon us the people of England, when first He sent your

Maj estyds Royal Person to rule and reign over
Tal k about flattery! And it goes on and on in

the translators knew which side thefead was buttered on.
Doubtless King James had his good points. He must also have had some faults. But you will find
no hint of them in this very human document. It portrays King James as perfection itself.

How differently the Bible speaks of its greatest heroes. It gives a balanced picture of them all.
It tells us what to admire in them, and why God blessed them. With equal frankness it informs us
where each one fell down.

So we know that Abraham, the father of the Jewish race, betrayed his wife toisaven
skin. That Jacob, whose other name Israel was given to the nation, cheated his twin brother. That
Davi d, |l srael 6s greatest king, was once SO0 cons
murder.

Is there another ancient history book that makes no attempt to whitewash its heroes? That has
the ring of honest truth aboutitwhewv er it tal ks about the nationo:c
never known an atheist who could produce it.

You may have seen a cMeimiKampfirhisAs@dmodxadmpleddf ftatteeyr 6 s b oo
in the reverse directioan ambitious politician flattering his people. Hitler told the Germans that
they were a superior race and they loved him for it. History might have been very different if he
had told them they were a bad lot.

But the Jewish national book told the Jews the plain, painful truth. They were the most
privileged nation on earth. And yet their Bible told them in nearly every book that they were
utterly unworthy of their privileges.

Here are just a few exaies:

(1) God delivered them from a life of cruel slavery in Egypt. But they kept wanting to go
back.

(2)0God fed them miraculously with #Abread from
grumbling that it didndét taste very good.

(3)God promised to bring them safely into the Promised Land. He said that He would use His
power to drive out their enemies. But they were afraid to go in.

(4)Once in the Land of Promise they promptly started worshipping idols.

(5)For the next thousand years their history was long story of idolatry. interrupted by
spells of comparative godliness when occasional good leaders were at the helm.

(6) Then God punished them with a spell of captivity in Babylon. When He gave them the
opportunity to return home, many of them preferred to stay in idolatrous Babylon.

(7) Those who did go home behaved badly, right until the end of the Old Testament period.
The very | ast book of the Old Testament, on it
fathers ye are gone away frommine ordimae s, and have not kept them.d
There is the ring of truth about a book like this. No flattery, no suppression of unpleasant facts,
but history as it ought to be tetdearly and objectively.

A hundred years ago Henry Rogers summed up his reasons for believing in the Bible like this:
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AfThe Bible is not such a b oworkoul havemamde ifneo ul d h a
woul d. o

In Chapters 2 to 8 we saw the truth of the first half of this statement. Man (unaided by God)
simply could nothave produced ook like the Bible.

Now we have seen the truth of the other hal f
would nothave produced a book as full of painful truth as the Bible.

A Perfect Match

Few people today seem to have heard of Professor J. J. Blunt, who was once the Margaret
Professor of Divinity at Cambridge. Yet he was ¢

In 1847 he published a bosoteporting the results of many years of research. He specialised
in comparing one part of the Bibletwh anot her , and finding what
coincidencesd between two (or more) books. This

He brought together the three following passages, from the books of Numbers, Joshua and 1
Samuel respectively:

AiThere we saw the giants, the sons of Anak, W

own sight as grasshoppers. o

AnAnd Joshua came at that time and cut off the
Joshua utterly destroyed them with their cities. There was none of the Anakimthedtland

of the children of Israel; only in Gaza, in Gath and in Ashdod did some rémain.

AThere went out a champion out of the camp o

whose height was si X cabits and a span (about

Now, says Blunt in effect, see what these three passages tell us. They were written by three
different authors at three different periods of history. Yet they match each other just like a cup,
saucer and plate from the same teaset.
The first passage reveals that before Isratdred the Promised Land there were many giants
t her e. These giants were called fAsons of Anako,
the Hebrew name fAAnako) .
The second passage says that when Israel conquered the Promised Land, they destroyed nearly
all this race descended from Anak. But they did leave a few of these giants in three towns: Gaza,
Gath, and Ashdod.

The third passage casually mentions that the g
that the writer of this third passage wadiction writer who scoured the earlier books of the
Bi bl e, unt i | he found the Arighto town to put h

to pick one of the only three appropriate towns in all Israel?
No, there is the ring of truth about this set of passages. They sound much more like accurate
history than cunningly contrived fiction.

Ahithophel s Treachery Explained
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In another chapter Blunt brings together a whole string of apparently unrelated chapters from one
book, with remarkableesults. The Bible passages involved are too numerous to quote here in
full. 1 shall just give the substance of them and quote the references.

But first, a little background information. There were two great tragedies in the later part of
King Davidos 1ife. The first was his terrible
Bathsheba and then murdered her husband, Uriah the Hittite. The second occurred when his own
son Absalom rebelled against him and temporarily seized his throne.

The Bible tellsustha t he second i ncident was Godds puni sl
does not tell us that there was also a purely human connection between the two incidents. The
Bible left that for some future student to dig out for himself.

This is what Blunt discovered.

When Absalom decided to stage a rebellion, he sent for a man called Ahithophel the Gilonite
tojoinhimm’Now this was a very surprising action. Ahi

o . . . .. 10 .
imi ne own familiar friendhmn whom I trustedo, a ¢

It was a remarkable act of treachery on Ahitho
he never could get over'it. Yet Absalom clearly expected Ahithophel to change sides readily.
Why?
Blunt found a clue to the answer in one of those long lists of names that many Bible readers
skip over. I n the |I|ist of the 37 officers of

Hittite (the man David murdered), “and AEIi am

-that is, the son of the traitor.
Sothe son of the future traitor and the murdered man had been close colleagues, and probably
friends. But this is not all. From an entirely different part of the book we learn that Bathsheba,

the wife of the murdered 13n’wiah,hadW\Adsntlyr~rrtar1nie§ithdaughter
daughter of his fellovofficer. (It was common in those days for older men of the upper class to

marry very young women.)

With these facts before wus it is easy to see w
while David wa astonished by iT he gi r | that the el derly David h
granddaughterTh e man Davi d had murdered was Ahithophel

Blinded by his own passion, David could not see what effect this had upon Ahithophel. But
Absalom was well aware that Ahithophel was seething with anger, and ready for revenge.

A | ater chapter confirms that revenge was one
captured Davidodéds palace, Absal om asked eAhist hoph
. 14 . N ~
concubineswagwthesyeply. As much as to say: iPay
another mandés wif e; now you steal his! 0 The r ecc

iSo they spread Absalom a tent upon the top o
15
fatherds concubines in the sight of all I srael

Thus the wheel had turned full circle. It was upon his housetop that David was walking when

he caught his first glimpse of Bathsheba washing herself and lusted fgsr Neaw, in the
selfsame place, herwity]l d gr andf at her arranges Davidobés publ i
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It goes without saying that this fascinating stbigdenwithin-a-story could not have been
deliberately contrived. No forger would hide his forgery so carefully that it remained
undiscovered for nearly 3,000 years, as this did. Either these passages represent a whole series of
lucky coincidences emuch more probablhey are an integral part of real history, told with
meticulous accuracy.

There are something like a hundred of these undesigneda¢@ngic es i n Bl unt 6s boo
every one of them has the ring of truth about it.
A somewhat similar book by Paley and Birks, restricted to New Testament history, lists many
17 . . . .
more. Bible students are constantly discovering still more of them for themselves.

Try discovering large numbers of undesigned coincidences in any work of fiction you like to
choose. You will not succeed. They are the hallmark of true history, not fiction.
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10
Har mony Doesndét Just Happen

Some years ago, at the time when | was s§iihg to convince Norman of the truth of the Bible,

we went together to a symphony concert. Afterwards | kicked myself for missing an opportunity.

On the way home | ought to have started up a conversation like this:

nTel | me , Nor man, have you ever wondered what wi
ill in the middle of a symphony?o

Al suppose theydd appoint another conductor fro
have to give up playing. Theyucéotaodonly coul dnot
AQuite so. Now suppose that you were to go bl
orchestra are performing magnificently. Suddenly the man in the next seat tells you that they are
playing without a conductor. Would you believe
nOf course not . Even if | couldndét see the cond
way the orchestra was playing. Har mony doesnodt
conductor to create it.o

And then | could have gone on to apply that princigethe Bible itself. Here we have a
collection of sixtysix books, by about forty different authors, written over a period of at least a
thousand years. (Much longer than a thousand years, if you accept what the Bible says about its
own authors.)

Yet the harmony running through all these books is outstanding. They all teach the same great
doctrines about life and death, sin and salvation. From Genesis to Revelation there is one steadily
unfolding, consistent story: God has a plan for the earth and thenhtaoe, and is slowly but

surely seeing it through to completion.

Har mony doesndét just happen. I f the fAorchestr
of a AConductoro. We may be too blind to see the
their harmony is evidence that He exists.

Was It Done Deliberately?

The unbeliever has a ready excuse. He cannot deny that a certain amount of harmony is there,
and so he suggests that the Bible writers themselves deliberately created it. Eacknewiter

what the general teaching of the previous writers was, so he framed his own book to fall in line,
says the unbeliever.

At the same time the unbeliever adopts his favourite method of defence. He sidesteps smartly.
AAnd anyway, 0 he retorts, Athereds an awful | ot

| f y ou press him to speci fy t he nawf ul | ot
uncomfortable. Before long he has to admit that he has greatly overstated his case. There is not
fan awf ulhaid mad nthednd,dfihestries very hard, he may manage to produce one or
t wo examples of what he calls fAcontradictionso.
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| shall deal more fully with this accusation that the Bible contradicts itself in Chapter 19.
Meanwhile, here is just one very important point.

The secalled contradictions all lie on the surface.

The harmonies are fundamental, deepted.

And this is just what you would expect to find in a collection of books that are true.

Ask any lawyer how he reacts if he hears two witnesses telling esthetlyame story. He
suspects collaboration between them. Their evidence is too good to be true. Hexanises
them closely. And when he probes deeply he soon discovers whether they are lying or not.

But with truthful witnesses it is quite different. They may eaajppearto disagree. If the
crime took place at a street corner, one witness may say it happened in X Street, and the other in
Y Street. In this case, cresgamination will soon establish that both were telling the truth. The
more deeply thdawyer probes, the more he will uncover the harmony lying behind the two
witnessesd accounts.

Now to return to the unbelieveroés first | ine ¢
the various books of the Bible is there because the writers deliberately produced it.

Does this sound reasonable? Is it likely that all those aufiobdgers, kings, prophets,
fishermen, a tax collector, a lawyer, a doctor, men from the dawn of civilisation and men from
the sophisticated world of Rorweould all agree todll the same tale? Is human nature like that?

Try this experiment. Make a collection of prominent documents from Christian churches and
sects today. Get a Roman Catholic missal, a Church of England Prayer Bodgakeof
Mormon)t he Chr i st i an Scence antd Healthesrod tee x¢ by ko f t he Je
Wi t n eWasckt@ver.

Put them all together, and look at them. What do you find? Complete, utter, indescribable
chaos!

Left to themselves religious writers always disagree, even when they sdppskare the same
faith. If there really is harmony between 11 the writers of the Bible, it is absurd to argue that they
themselves deliberately produced it.

At this point you would probably like me to prove that the harmony have been talking about
really exists. But this is not altogether withi/]
Beethovends music is enjoyable. I can only wurge
able to enjoy it for himself.

So it is with the Bible. If ya want to know whether it is full of harmony or not, there is really
only one way. You must read the Bible, right through, and then read it again.

Here are some of the major themes of the Bible that you will find. They all run through the Bible
from beginning to end:

(1) The rottenness and hopelessness of human nature left to itself.

(2) How human sin can be forgiven, and human nature changed.

3 Godbés offer of eternal l'ife, and the terms on
4 Godbés promi se anhdwithpHisglory.t o f il |l this eart
5) The Son of God as the centre of all Goddbés wor k
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These themes are so great that you can only follow them through he Bible for yourself.
Nevertheless, the rest of this chapter will be devoted to a few of the lesser themes of the Bible.
They illustrate its harmony on a small scale, small enough for you to grasp at a first look.

The Failure of the Firstborns

En the early years of this century there lived in South Wales a working man known far and wide
as fABr ot her J o eaodsay thdtihe kndwrthe 8iblel Ietteutisar anyone else in the
world. Whether that was true or not, he certainly had a remarkable grasp of the Bible. You could
name almost any chapter, and he would instantly tell you what it was about, what lessons could
be learnt from it, and how it linked up with other parts of the Bible. All this despite a complete
lack of education, and despite being tied to long hours of heavy manual labour in a steelworks.

Because of his intense love of the Bible, and the way he spent spare minute reading it
and thinking about it, he made many inteirggtdiscoveries. One of the most fascinating was
what he call ed, AThe story of the failure of the

To the Jews, the firstborn son of a family was very important. He had special privileges over
his brothers. Under the Jewish laws of inheritance, he was entitled to a double portion.

When God wanted to stress the high calling of
1
My firstborn. o

Yet despite all this stress dime importance of being a firstborn, not one of the successful men of
the Old Testament is said to be a fimin. Every firstborn of the Old Testament who might have
had a position of honour was in some way a failure. Every single aagpdinted God, and was
passed over by God in favour of a younger brother.

The first man, Adam, had a firstborn son called Cain. He was a murderer. God rejected him,
and the Achosen | ined (that i s, the | ine of de s (

Noah had three sons. They are always listed in this order: Shem, Ham and Japheth. To a

. : 2 .
casual reader it looks as if Shem must have been the eRlaisif we compare a series of verses
giving the ages of Noah at various times in his life, and then do a little arithmetic, we soon see

that this was not so. Noahos fiswrﬂerteasésrmnmwasas born
4 5
born when Noah was 503Ham is specifically said to be a younger son.

Hence we know that Japhet h miosdomehreasor Godeen No a
passed him over, and the chosen line passed to Shem, a younger brother.

There is a similar story with Abraham and his brothers. They are listed in this order: Abram,

Nahor and Hara%But Abram (better known as Abraham) was not the firstborn. He is listed first
because he is the chosen one of the family.

The Bible does not state directly that Abram was not theb@rat This fact only emerges
when we compare three different verses, and again do a few sums.
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Abrahamés fitshmaeln, s iahowss gadsedhosenin favour of Isaac.
|l saacds firstborn was ES§ andthe ¢hesenvimespassed td pis of an e
younger brother, Jacob.

Jacobés firstborn was R(laOSd)tbenhpnounuftdelivbrmgtlsei nned ¢
family in its hour of need went to one younger brother, Joseph, and the chosen line passed to
another younger brother, Judah.

A~ . . 11
Josephés firstborn was passed over in favour o

Judahoés dsisoveicked that he was slain by G%dnd the chosen line was continued
through a much younger brother.

When the two brothers Moses and Aaron are mentioned together it is usually in that order.
Moses comes first, because he was the more important and the stronger character. (Aaron once

slipped into idchtry.) But Aaron was 3 years older than Molssemd presumably (since no other
brothers are mentioned) the firstborn of the family.
Many years later, God sent the prophet Samuel to a man called Jesse. G ai d: fil have pr

me a king a ?ﬁﬁamgel was very favourably itpressed with the elder sons. But
God made him pass them over, and appoint the youngest son, David, as king.

The first six sons of David are listed like this:

iHI s firstborn was Amnon. . . second Chil eab.
Shephati ah ¥ . .sixth Ithream. o

Amnon the firstborn seduced his own sister and then cast her aside. This so angered his
brother Absalom that he murdered him. Chileab, Shepghaitia Ithream are never mentioned
again; presumably they died in infancy.

This left Absalom as the heir apparent; he tried to take the throne by force and was killed.
Adonijah was next in line. He also tried to take the throne by force, and was killed.

Why did these two princes give their lives trying to grab what appeared to be theirs by right?
Becauselgod had already made it plain that He had passed them over in favour of a younger son,
Solomon.

Part of the wonder of the Bible is that what it omitsay is often just as significant as what it
does say. Some of |l srael 6s good kings may act uas
have been, since he was born when his father was only sixtahnone of them isaidto be a
firstborn.

Thus the thirtynine books of the Old Testament present us with one consistent harmonious
themeNot one acknowledged firstborn is ever a succ
To the believer, the reason for this remarkable harmony is obvious. It points forward to the
two greatlessons of the New Testament.

The first lesson is that all ordinary human firstbtine cream of the race, so to speak
failures in Goddés eyes. The world had to wait f
could see a successful firstodfn.
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The second |l esson is 'léraelf woddbe & filurd.fThey woulth or n  n a
have to be replaced by a ywmichgsethe NewaTestament A The
name for all those, whether Jew or Gentile, who truly follow Christ.

The unbeliever is faced with one more extraordinary fact that demands an explanation. If the
writers of the Old Testament were not inspired by God, what made them all combine to produce
this instructive piece of harmony?

They certainly did not do it deliberately, because none of them draws attention to it. In two
cases (Abraham and Shem) the fact that the firstborn is the unsuccessful son is hidden; to
establish it we have to compare several verses and make some calculations.

I ndeed, the wfailleursd oaofy toHe fiftihrest bornso is car
the pages of Scripture. We might still be unaware of it if a hbemded working man who loved
his Bible had not unearthed it for us.

What sort of book is this Bible, that contains such wonders for us to find? Does it make sense to
believe that unaided human beings produced such harmony by accident?

The Story of Sweat

The word fisweato is found in only three places
One is at the beginning the Old Testament, one near its end, and one in the New Testament.

Yet between them they summarise the whole Christian gospel.

The first mention of sweat is in the Garden of Eden. Adam has just sinned, and God is passing
sentence upon him, in these words:

Ailn the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat br ea:
2
wa st thou taken; for dust thou art | and unto du:¢

This sums up the penalty the whole human race pays for its wiekedFirst sweathen dust.
First a difficult, tiring lasPaddescibesétn deat h, t he

For the next passage we must turn to the New Testament. There we are introduced to a second
23
i A d a nvghereas the first Adam was éatbread by the sweat of his brow, the second Adam

providedbreadt he ABread of Lifeo, t 024Lukesdescr'lbds desusimr ds of
the Garden of Gethsemane, on His way to the Cross. This is part of what it cost Jesus to provide
the Bread of Life:

i A n dng man agony He prayed more earnestly. And His sweat was as it were great drops

of bl ood faIIin;ti:;5 down to the ground. 0
By | ikening his Masterds sweat to Adrops of
sacrifice was already beginning. And so it was,
26
wi | |, but THihnes, iBe tdhheneedy essence of sacrific
it hurts.
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Two gardens, Eden and Gethsemane. They are related to each other like the positive and
negative 6the same photograph. Sin appeared in Eden, and the sweat of suffering and the dust
of death were the consequences. The sweat of sacrifice began to appear in Gethsemane. And the
forgiveness of sins and the gift of eternal life were the consequences.

The third mention of sweat is at the end of
27
of which has never been built on earth. If we follow the guidance of the New Testathénts

Ezel

a symbolic picture (a ki nedeeméddipcinlesadnjpysng i f you | i

immortality in the eternal Kingdom of God.

"They shall have linen bonnets upon their heads, and shall have linen breeches upon their loins;
28
they shall not gird themselves with anything that causeth sweat."

The Bible tells us what linen stands for. It is a symbol of righteousz?l&;sin Ezekiel's picture
the redeemed are at last freed for ever from sin, and from the "sweat" (suffering, leading to
death) that Adam brought into the world.

The single theme linking these thrpassages, the only ones in the whole Bible where sweat is
mentioned, is too remarkable to be accidental. It is impossible that Ezekiel and Luke could have
produced it deliberately, because Ezekiel's passage only makes sense in the light-afid_uke
Ezekiel wrote long before Luke was born.

The three passages fit together as if they had been designed to do so. How can we explain this,
unless we accept the Bible's own exptaorathat one Designer guided the pens of all three
writers?°

Four Remarkable Women

Both Matthew and Luke give us a genealogy (that is, a line of descent) of Jesus Christ. There are
some interesting problems connected with these genealogies, but they must wait until Part Two.

For the present we are only concerned with one remarkable feature of Matthew's genealogy. He
traces the line of ancestors from Abraham down to Jesus. Mostly he follows the Jewish custom
of mentioning only the male ancestors. But not altogether. In four instances he mentions the wife
also. Matthew gives no expliation for this. He leaves us to do our own Bible study and draw our
own conclusions. If we do so the results are quite exciting.

The four women are Tamar, Rahab, Ruth, and "her that had been the wife of*Udate.is a
summary of what the Old Testament tells us about them.

Tamar, a Canaanitish girl, was Judah's daughti&aw. Her husband died young because of his
wickedness. Judah then promised to give her his younger son, Shelah, for a husband. But he
broke his promise.

As a protest against beingtldown Tamar disguised herself, f@reded to be a prostitute, and
seduced her fathén-law. From this illicit union a child was born, from whom all the Jewish
kings were descended.

Rahab was another Canaanite with a sordid background. She began life as a prostitute. When
Israel invaded Canaan she recognised that they really were the people of the one true God. She
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went over to Israel's side, became (it would appear) a reformed character, and married an
Israelite.

Ruth was a Moabite woman. Although skias reared in a land full of idolatry she was a fine
character. She became converted to the Israelit
husband there.

AfiHer that had been the wife of Uriaho (Bat hshe
violated her, murdered her husband, and married her. Since Uriah was a Hittite this was
presumably her nationality also, until David married her.

By mentioning these four women Matthew draws our attention to another very unexpected
piece of Bible harmony Each womandés story is told in a dif
Rahabdés in Joshua, Bat hshebads in 2 Samuel, and
But they all have several things in common:

(1) They were all Gentiles.

(2) They were all the subject of a special dispensation of mercy. If the law had been enforced,
none of them would have married into Israel. The immorality of Tamar and Bathsheba was
punishable by death under Jewish law. Rahab should ordinarily have perished with all the other
inhabitants of Jericho. Ruth was a Moabite, and besof that race were expressly barred from

adopting Israelitish nationalit3f.

(3) Yet despite these barriers they were all links in the ancestry of all the Jewislahkihgs
Jesus Christ.

Thus, running like a golden thread through Jewish history, the stories of these women
condemned the rulers of the Jews for their namundedness. Throughout their history God had
been far more merciful than they were.

They regarded the Gentiles as little bettemtlanimals. They were meticulous about keeping
the Law of Moses, and severely punished wrongdoers. Yet they could not deny that their own
Scriptures declared these four Gentile women, to whom they would have shown no mercy, to be
in their Messianic line.

One thing we can be quite sure of. This particular piece of harmony was so embarrassing to
the Jews that they would not have created it deliberately. They must have wished that they could
have deleted it from their history.

How, then, can we explain itsistence, unless we attribute it to the hand of God?

The First Iron Curtain

The first iron curtain in recorded history is probably the one described in the Old Testament.
Like the present wall across Germany, this one also split a nation into two pieces.

After 120 years as one united kingdom, the ten tribes in the north of Israel broke away from the
two tribes in the south. The larger northern kingdom was called Israel, and set up its capital at
Samaria. The smaller southern kingdom was called Judahressicied the original capital,
Jerusalem.

Page 75 of 245
www.carelinks.net




Godds Trut h!

The northern kingdom of Israel never had one godly king. For nearly three hundred years it
lived in idolatry. Then the Assyrians conquered it, and carried its people into captivity. They
were never heard of again.

The southern kingdom of Judah had a mixture of good and bad kings. Its people were carried
into captivity by the Babylonians about a hundred years after the northern kingdom fell to the
Assyrians. But their grandchildren were allowed to return to tresmeband. Their descendants
were still populating the | and of I|Israel wunder

The people of the northern kingdom are often
curious, because there is a thread of harmony running through many books of the Bible which
shows that the ten tribes were not lost at all.

This thread is obviously not deliberately contrived. It is sobtirusive, in fact, that many
people still cannot see-litence that strange popular misconcaptioat the ten tribes were lost.
But the thread is there, none the less.

It starts in the First Book of Kings, where we read of a very early king of Israel, Baasha,

making his iron curtain. He fortified the borde

in to Asa, ®*king of Judaho.

Why did he do that? Other books of the Old Testament supply the answer. Like the builders
of the Berlin wall he was not concerned about keeping an enemy out, but with keeping his own
people in. All the Godfearing peaplin the idolatrous north wanted to emigrate to the south,
where the Temple in Jerusalem kept true worship alive.

Baashadés iron curtain was i nefficient. He | aclk

modern dictators. The Second Book of Chronicles tells us that when good king Asa purged all
the idols out of the Kingdom of Judah, this was the result:

AfHe gathered all/l Judah and Benj amin, and then

and Manasseh and out of Sime&or they fell to him out of Israeh abundancewhen they
saw that the Lord*»his God was with him. o

A later chapter in the same book tells of another good king of Judah, Jehoshaphat, who also

received a wave of immigrants from Isrglserl'hey must have been very numerous, because
Jehoshaphgt.i s actual | yl s & intbokedlacElias ifntagindicate that men from

all twelve tribes owed him allegiance.

The result of all this i mmigration was a rapid
7
the split, King Rehoboamad only 180,000 men.The next king, Abijah, had 400,06his

successor, Asa, 580,086tand Jehoshaphat had 1,160,000 Flr(;en.
About a hundred years after the Kingdom of Israel had been wiped Out, and the ten tribes

were supposedly |l ost, King Josiah of Judah was
4
and ofall the remnant of Israee nd of al | J udléuht before dheyBvere gamiedi n . 0
captive into Babyl on, Ezeki el described the inh:
the house of Israel and Judaho.

Page 76 of 245
www.carelinks.net

t



Godds Trut h!

Jeremiah hinted that both Judahd Israelwould return from captivity in Babyloﬁ.A
modern translationof Chr oni cl es makes it plain that the AJ

included men of Israel, and especially of its two leading tribes, Ephraim and Manasseh.

Finally, so far as the Old Testament is concerned, the book of Ezra describes the return of the
Jews from their Babylonian captivity, around 500 BlGose Jews are described several times as
i | s r @ane bnotwo occasions when they offered sacrifices these compwséc animals
fifaccording to the number of the tribes of Israel

Quite clearly, then, the Ol d Testament tells wu
ever lost. The cream of the ten tribes were absorbed into thigibed Kingdom of Judah, which
later became called the Jewish nation.

Our thread of harmony has so far run through six different Old Testament books, and covered
some 500 years of history. It now jumps the §68r gap between Ezra and the New Testament,
and reappears in the gospels.

Matthew takes a prophecy that Jeremiah made about the children of Rachel -{titgeten
kingdom), and says it was fulfilled among the Jews of hisM(Sjlayke reports Jesus as quoting a
prophecy from Hosea about the teitbed kingdom, and applying it to the Jews in Jerus:ﬁem.
He also mentions that a woman in Jerusalem, Anna, was of the tribe of Asher (one of4t8he ten).

Pet er addresses the althenhss @ so f 11 RémInsadaiat Jdhs r a e |
the Baptist had preachedfical h e p e o p |°%On anbthet csaasior Padl called the Jews

Four tweldeaméesidleso.addresses fAthe twelve tribes
The thread of history has now passed through 25 different passages of the Bible, in ii different
books. It covers a period of a thousand years. And a perfect harmony prevails.
Once more the question has to be faced: what ¢
is it evidence that one Master Mind washind the writing of the Bible?
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11
| t Canot Al be Coincidence

The trial had been a long one, and everyone concerned was glad that the end was in sight. Lord
Justice Swingingham was summing up the evidence for the prosecution.
AFirst, we have the evidence of sever al wi tne
strong dislike for the victim of the crime, and on the evening before the murder he quarrelled
violently with him. As he left the public bar of the Royal Oak, several witnesses heard him shout,

6l 61l get even with you yet! dAn

I n a corner of the jury box a smal/l el derly |
coincidence! 0o she muttered under her breath.

ifNext we must note that the following morning,
unaccountably absent from work, o the judge cont
as the man who was seen running away from the
sound of two shots was heard. o

AMore coincidenldlady, 0 muttered the o

iMoreover the accused -basrabdmetdtetiobgynngt aTHle
Emporium at 9.30 that morning. The wounds in t
weapon having been fired. When seen running away, the accused was carrying a lengthy object
in a sack. He disappeared in the direction of the River Thames, and the police have since
recovered the accusedob6ts shotgun from the bed of
the next afternoon, when he was arrested #téthithe Docks, trying to stow away on a Spanish
ship bound for Venezuel a. o

ACoincidences, all the |l ot of them, 0 muttered
AThey donét mean a thing to me. 0
Anot her juror glared at her. ACoincidences be

Facts to be Faced

Now | etds | ook back over the previous nine chap
As you |l ook at it, take care not to make the 1|
own might Dbe the r esubéltecoificidencei nci dence. But it ¢
Chapter 2 |l ooked at some of the Biblebds many pl

over the world, their long years of exile, their unpopularity, their frequent persecution, their
continued existence despite attempts to exterminate them, and, at long last, their return to their
homeland in an ungodly stasdl these things were foretold in detalil.

And it has all come to pass, exactly as the Bible said it would. The promise that those who
blessed the Jews would be blessed, andettwho cursed them would be cursed, has also been
fulfilled many times.

Chapter 3 began with prophecies about two great cities, Babylon and Tyre. A very different
doom was foretold for each <city. I n each case t
prophecies were written.
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This chapter went on to discuss Danields conc:¢
worl d. There were to be four, and only four, gr
remain divided until the time of Chriéts r et urn to the earth. Hi stori
agree that the Roman empire was the fourth world empire, and that there has never been another
since.

Chapter 4 listed some of the prophecies made about Jesus, long before He was born. The
exact place and the approximate date of His birth were prophesied. His altogether unique,
righteous life was prophesied. So were His resurrection from the dead and His ascension to
heaven.

But, most of all, the Old Testament foretold His crucifixion. Not justféiog but many of the
detailed circumstances of Calvary, were written in advance.

Chapter 5 showed that Jesus had an uncanny foreknowledge of the twentieth century. He
foretold the worl dwide preaching of Godés Wor d;
the insecurity, the loss of moral sense, the fear of the future, and the sense of impend. mg doom
that overshadow our world today.

The apostle Peter also foretold how our generation would scoff at the idea of the Second
Coming, and describetié particular scientific principle that educated men quote as their reason
for scoffing. He also foresaw the kind of destruction (by fire) that another world war would bring
upon our cities.

Chapter 6 described how the gospels portray Jesus, and argued that nobody in the world He
lived in could have invented such a character. He did things and said things that no normal man
of the age would have dreamed of saying or doing.
Consequently, if the gospel records are true, Jesus was a super. human Manofh@dgbn
If they are fiction, then the gospel writers must themselves have been superhuman in their
powers, to create such an extraordinary fAuninver
Chapter 7 examined the evidence that Jesus rose from the dead.
According to the written testimony of many eyewitnesses, Jesus did rise from the grave. Those
eyewitnesses were neither cheats nor simpletons. All the evidence points to the conclusion that
they were honestly reporting the wonderful truth.

The birth and growth of Christiaiiin a world that did not want it, the sudden swing from the

Jewi sh sabbath to the Christian Sunddlhtyese t he bi g
facts need explaining. There is only one adequate explanation for them: that Christ rose from the

dead.

Chapter 8 looked at the Law of Moses. We saw that it was thousands of years ahead of its time.
In many respects the world has not caught up with it yet.

More than a thousand years before Christ it taught Christian love, love of neighbour and of

stranger alike. In an evil idolatrous world it condemned idolatry, and insisted that there was only

one God. While other nations worked their slaves to death, the Law made the Jews give both
their slaves and themselves a dayb6s rest every \

The Law of Moses anticipated many modern discoveries:tisnlaf infectious diseases; the
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principles of hygiene and sanitation; the avoidance of disease borne by unsuitable foodstuffs; the
conservéon of resources; the importance of a stable family life and sownch&dn.

In Chapter 9 we | ooked at a more subtle kind of
reads like a true book, not a book full of falsehoods. The contrast between it and other ancient
religious books is tremendous.

It makes no attempt to whitewash its heroes or to flatter its readers. Ordinary writers try to cover
up the truth when it is unpleasant. But the Bible tells the honest truth, however painful that may
be to its readers.

We al so saw some examplesoothaheabooddsignéedecaq
Bible. They are another mark of the simple truthfulness of its writers.

In Chapter 10 we saw how the sixdix separate books in our Bible have a common theme.

Threads of harmony join them all together, into one complete unit.

This harmony is far too remarkable to have occurred by accident. It is soadteg that the

authors could not possibly have created it on their own. This is evidence that one Master Mind

must have guided the pens of all the forty authors of thie Bib

What Does This Prove?

A diehard wunbeliever would say that it doesnodt
truth of the Bible is not something that can be proved like a theorem in mathematics. But the

guilt of a criminal cannot be proved mathematically either. Yet we still say that a criminal is
Aproved guiltyo when there is so much evidence

This book has marshalled some of the evidence that the Bible is what it claims to be. If you
have dgested this evidence it will stay with you for the rest of your life, whether you finally
accept the Bible or not.

The evidence is not something that can be explained away. To put it all down to coincidence
would be as silly as the behaviour of the little lady in the jury box. However you look at it, one
fact is inescapable. There is a very great deal
message from God.

This is where faith comes in.

Faith is not, as a cyni g ogmae ksnaiwd ,t of bbeel iuenvtirn
comes wherevidenceconvinces you that sortiéng must be true. The New Testament defines it
like this:

AFaith is the substance of thinlgs hoped for, t

I f you can accept the evidence put before you,
be a God, t hat the Bible must b € yotd cas sayitaat, d , and
then you have what the Bible calls faith.

But perhaps you cannot say that yet. Perhaps you can onlglfgavhay, and say something
like this:
inYes, the evidence is iIimpressive. |t does seem
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know. There are so many things to be said agai ns
I f thatodos how you feel you have no need to be
have felt like that. We read of one such man who came to Jesus, asking for his epileptic child to

be healed.

Jesus told him, il f thou canst beli eve, al | t h
2
Themam replied, AfiLor d, | believe; hel p Thou mine

This sounds rather a contradictory statement to European ears. But it was evidently a

Hebrewbés way of saying, ALor d, [ al most believe
unreservedl y. Lord, help me to believe with al/l
Jesus apparently did help him, because there

answered; his child was healed.

How to Read On

There is good practical advice in this story. Part Two of this book myiltat deal with all the
main obstacles to wholehearted belief in the Bible. Now you know the best way to tackle Part
Two.

Read it with this prayer in your heart:

ALor d, I (want to) believe; help Thou mine unb

This will help you to have an attitude of respect for the Bible. It does not mean that you

should suppress your reason. Far from i3t; God i
(that is, to use every ounce of intelligence you possess) when you study the Bible.

What God wants us to ppress is our pride. We can come to the Bible, and to Part Two of
this book, in two very different ways.

We <can say: i The Bimhde &ooki Isshap fea free lid treat & wititma n
contempt, to ridicule it, or to ignore it. | doi
be right; the Bible will not have anything for us, if we approach it like that.

Or we can say: AThe Bible might possibly be wh
-a message from God Almighty. In case it is, | must treat it théulghthumbly, respectfully, to
see what | can learn from it.o

That way, you are sure to benefit. Even if you finally decide the Bible is not the Word of God,
you will still learn more by adopting the humble approach.

And if-as | believethe Bible is the Word of God, you will gain an infinitely greater blessing.

For God has said:
AThis is the man to whom | wil/l | ook: he that
My Wo'r d. o
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PART TWO

But What About. . .?

12
Problems? Of Coursel

So noweiudbeltiheversdo turn to bat. We have | ook
believe. Now we are going to look at the main difficulties which (so they say) prevent
unbelievers from believing.

But before we begin, | want to make one thing quite clear. | am not the least bit embarrassed
by these difficulties. Neither need you be. Every branch of human study bristles with problems. It
would be very strange if the most profound subject effalstudy of the Word of the Almighty
were free from problems.

Of caurse there are problems connected with the Bible. It is exactly what you would expect.

A Parallel with Science

In my circle of acquaintances there are many science graduates who believe implicitly that the
Bible is the Word of God. | could not name nearly so many arts graduates who believe the Bible.
This may just be because | happen to know more science graduates. But in fact | think my
experience is fairly general. Several friends from different universities have told me that there
seem to be more Biblaelievers in their science departments than their arts departments.

One reason for this may be that science graduates are aware of the vast number of unsolved
problems in science.
Take physics, for example. At school you are taught how Sir Isaac Newton laid the foundations
of modern physics. You learn the various basic laws he propounded, and you accept them as
absolute truth. You appreciate their beauty and simplicity, and you realise why
Alexander Pope wrote:

iNature and Natureds | aws | ay hid in night

God said, O6Let Newton be!d6 and all was light. o
Then you go to university, and are taught t h
Problems arise that can only be explained by Ei
where Newtondés | aws break down. But they are Ve
why Sir John Squire capped Popeds | ines with:
ilt did not | ast: the Devil howling, OHo!

Let Einstein be!é restored the status quo. o0

Then you finish your university course and start doingarede Very soon you realise that
there are |l ots and | ots of problems you wer en:¢
propositions nowadays | ook al necemdutyaghs i ncompl et e
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Strange problems have arisen in modern physics that were unheard of until recently. Is there
such stuff as fAantimattero? | f so, how much of
nothing? Can atomic particles travel backwards through time?

These are only some of the problems that atorhisigists are debating today. It may take
many years to answer them. And in answering them, many other unanswered questions are bound
to arise.

And therefore . . ? Therefore we canot trust
problems? Obviously that does not follow. Atomic power stations work. That is proof enough
that atomic physics is on the right lines. The existence of unanswered questions merely shows
that many more exciting discoveries lie around the corner.

In just the same way, it woulde absurd to dismiss the Bible just because there are some
unsolved problems connected with it. Instead, we should study it eagerly, wondering what
interesting discoveries lie in store for us.

The evidence of Part One of this book has shown that the claims of the Bible are solidly
backed by evidence. As you read through Part Two you will see that very many of the problems
connected with it have already been answered.

Every solved problem strengthens the case for the Bible. For if so many of the unbefiever
objections can be answered already, it is reasonable to suppose that all the rest could in time.

Another Parallel

A small boy once had a conversation with an eminent university professor. Afterwards he told
his father:

il coul dndét understand everything that man sai
AThat doesndét surprise me!o replied the father
Now the Bible tells us that Jesus of Nazareth

i mage of Gb&Théveord$teat He spoke were said to be the very wdreeo?2

Consequently the gap between Jesus and the rest of mankind was far, far greater than the gap
between the professor and the small boy. Naturally there were many things about Jesus that the
Jews could not understand. But they reacted most unreasonably. They used these problems as an
excuse for their unbelief.

To begin with, none of the fibest peopleo foll

Pharisees (religious | eaders) Believed on Hi m?0
Then again, He was such arpuedictable person. He never would behave as they thought the
Son of God ought to behave.

When they wanted to honour Him and make Hi m k

disciple risked his own life to protect Jesus, instead of thanks he received aTebuke.
On the c¢cross, He was given a plain challenge t

l et Him now come down from t6BlEHemladE$1csa1temptmod we Wi
answer them.

It is easy for us to see the reason for His actionrs. Wk now now t hat ithe cro
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before the crowno. But the Jews then did not.
make sense.

Also, His background seemed all wrong for a preacher. The gospels tell how men sneered at

His lowerclass origin? His lack of educatioﬁ,and the short interval bet
wedding and His birth. o

Looking back, we can see now that there was a simple solution to all these problems. But at
the time the disciples were not able to answer them all. They coulgons ay: fAWe believe

sure that Thou arl® the Holy One of God. o

Imagine that someone had said to them:

AwWhy are you so sure of your beliefs, when t he
man Jesus?0

They probably would have replied like this:

iBecause there is so much positive evidence th
us. We are not bothered about the prabms . Oof course there are so
understang et . But we shall understand them, one day.

And they would havdéeen right. Most of the problems did sort themselves out. The books of
the New Testament give us the solution to them.

It is like that with the Bible itself. The positive evidence is very convincing. It is far too
weighty to be dismissed by <c¢crying, iYes, but v
Bi bl e?0

For in the first place there is the point made already, that we would expect to find problems
connected with a Book given to mankind by God. If there were no problems, people would
rightlyisay,l tioQritdhrer too simple. It is kidsod st
Being. o

Secondly, many of the smalled problems are not really problems at all. They are silly little
objections raised by men who have never really studied the Book they condemn. And finally, as
we shall see as we go on, most of the major problems can be answered quite satisfactorily.

So we are going to look at those problems that worry so many people, but we are not going to
worry about them. It is the most natural thinghe world that they should be there.

The Bible believer is not afraid to look those problems squarely in the face. He knows that he is
arguing from a position of strength. (He only wishes that the unbeliever was equally willing to
face the facts!)

One |l ast suggestion before Vvog s$etyoutsehf PafiBu
candét possibly be right. Hardly anybody believe:
We shall see the answer to that objection, too,
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13
Can We Trust the Experts?

Of course we can trust the experts. We have to. Nowadays we have no choice. This is the age of
the experts.

| cannot fly an aeroplane. Yet | travel by air dozens of times every year. | fasten my seat belt
and then relax in my seat, trusting the pilot to do his job properly.
In his turn the pilot has to trust lots of other experts, upon whom his own safety depends.
Fifty years ago, pilots took a pride in flying by the seat of their pants, as they called it. They
meant that they dependedeng | v on t he f eel of the plane, and
They were even their own mechanics and checked their flimsy craft for airworthiness before
taking off.

Those days are gone for ever. Nowadays it takes a large team of experts to design and build
an aircraft. Aerodynamicists, electronics engineers, stress analysts, and hosts of other narrow
specialists all work together. None of them can do the jobs of the others. They all trust their
colleagues to do their own jobs properly.

Before the fane takes off one set of experts is needed to service the engines, another the
hydraulics Systems, another the radar equipment. Even in the air the pilot is not the master of his
own aircraft. He obeys the instructions of a whole army of air traffic controllers whom he trusts
to keep him free from midir collisions, and takes advice from weather forecasters.

All these experts do their jobs well. They are trustworthy. They have to be. Otherwise planes
would come crashing down in all diteans like roofng tiles in a hurricane, and the airlines
would never get any passengers.

Even if you never go by air, ourelyingonaerpérts. | i ve i I
You may take for granted services like water supply, gas, electricity, telephones, television and
transport. But they all depend on experts to keep them functioning. Even the food we eat and the
medicines we take might poison us unless lots of experts in the food and drugs industries and the
Public Health Departments were reliable.

In the sane way, | could never have written this book without trusting a great many experts.
Every quotation of the Bible in English accepts the work of many scholars. Some of them have
compared large numbers of ancient Hebrew and Greek manuscripts of the Bible to produce the
best possible Hebrew and Greek texts, and other scholars have translated these into English. |
have been forced to quote experts in history, archaeology, biology, geology, anthropology and
many other fields where | have no expert knowledgeyobwn.

Experts are Only Human

Without a doubt it is very useful to have a world full of experts. But it also brings some very real
dangers. It is easy to forget that experts are just as human as the rest of us. But they are. And in
their common humanity lies a great danger.

I am not merely referring to the fact that even experts can make mistakes. There is a more
serious danger than this. Lord Acton put his finger upon a-despd characteristic of human

Page 85 of 245
www.carelinks.net




Godds Trut h!

nature, when he said:

1
AfiPower tendsdtabsotuupt power corrupts absolute

He was thinking mainly of political power. But it is true of every kind of power. Experts
today wield a kind of intellectual power over the man in the street. And there is every sign that
they are in danger of being corrupted by that power.
The whole purpose of this chapter is to sound a very necessary w@ing.6t | et t he ex
pull the wool over your eyelk many respects your opinion may be worth as much as-thers
in some matters where they might rezesaly claim to know better than you.

Perhaps you think that this is a very negative matter with which to occupy a whole chapter. If
so, it may help to look at it this way. When good King Josiah came to the throne of Israel he
found Jerusalem full of idols. Before he could begin to restore the true worship of Jehovah, he

had first to destroy all those idozls.

AThe expertso are the false gods of eur age.
infallibility, that they do not possess. And most people akert in by them.

For exampl e: AFor niitcawi loh dvongdbuhgoodlydu say
(With my own ears | once heard a psychiatrist proclaiming this.) Millions of people have lapped
up this teaching, and now the foundations of family stability are tottering throughout the western
world.

Worse still, Aithe expertsodo have undermined peo
any unbeliever you happen to know, and ask him exactly why he does not believe the Bible.
Presshimhard. Don6t | et him evade the issue. Keep on wunt

Will he say, fAiBecause | have made a very caref
qguite inaccurate.o0? Wi ll he? Not I|ikely!

I't is almost certain that, i f he i dheysaynest , hi
that . .

AThey say. o0 They. The experts. He has a vague
unscientific, Athe historianso say the Bible is
say that the Bible is not what it makes out to be.

And thatés enough for him. | f Atheyod condemn t

They are the experts. They are bound to be right. The Bible islalegutive the experts! Thus
our friend justifies his unbelief.
So before we can safely begin to look at the objections raised against the Bible, we must first
take a |l ook at the people who raise them. Who ar

A

to think? Are we really being foolishifwedareo questi on the expertsd con

A New Look at the Experts

To see the matter in perspective it is necessary toawtenber of points that are often
overlooked. Because of their importance | shall list these points first, and then go back and
expand them.

(1) Experts deal with both facts and opinions.

(2) Experts in some fields are much more reliable than experts in other fields.
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(3) Experts disagree enormously among themselves.

(4)Experts in every field are very unreliable when they speculatet abe future, or (under
some circumstances) the past.

(5) A surprisingly large number of experts have been caught deliberately deceiving the public.

(6) Experts have very frequently been led astray when their emotions have become involved.

(7)Experts have a regrettable tendency to exaggerate their own importance, and to persuade
the public that they know more than they really do.

(8)Non-specialists very often caeand demake better decisions than experts, once the experts
have stated the facts requiriaglecision.

(1) Facts and Opinions

A philosopher might not agree that experts deal with both facts and opinions. He might say that
there are no such things as facts, only opinions of differing degrees of probability.

For practical purposes, however, the distinction between facts and opinions will serve us quite
well, so long as we remember that there is no sharp line of distinction between the two. Now and
again we might meet a borderline statement, one that Mr. A would call a fact and Mr. B would
call an opinion. But most statements can safely be classified as one or the other.

For exampl e, suppose that in 1968 you had asked
will it keep the flies down?0 He would have ans\
I f you had gone on and asked, AiBut i s DDT har mf

ANo. 0 That woul d Amdiweuldhae beenavronget  youmhHaadisagreed
with him, he would probably have thought you were a cheeky égmas.

This illustrates the first pitfall we must avoid. Because they are generally right on their facts, the
experts nearly always attach too much weight to their opinions. And so does a gullible public.

(2) Experts in Different Fields

Whatever the man in the street may think, many intellectuals are well aware of the unreliability
of experts. For example, the Australian philosopher Alan Wood has stated:

iSubjects shoul d be ar-foranstgneej Mathematees, Rhiysitgy o f hi
Biology, Ecawomics, Politics, Psychology which experts are more and more likely to be
wrong. o

He does not state where his own subject, philosophy, comes in the pecking order. But he
obviously has no illusions about philosophy, because he reveals in the same book that Bertrand
Russell, the most famous philosopher of the century, said when he was in his late seventies:

ephil osophy i s nonsens e .-speht yatm . n. minenthseof t regr e
at is regarded a's philosophy is humbug. o

=
> ®

When | fird heard those words quoted, | felt sure that they must have been taken out of context,
Sso as to misrepresent Russell 6s views. So [ 0
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undoubtedly did mean what those words irdbigt most of the subject that had occupied his

great brain for so long was a load of old rubbish.

Wooddbés | ist of subjects is wel!.l chosen. Mat hema
mathematician starts with the right assumptions he is almost bound to arrive at the right
conclusim. Physics is on rather more shaky ground, because it is based on a mixture of
experiment, mathematics and deduction. Experiments can go wrong, and deductions can be false.

Biology is one rung further down the ladder. This is because living things are vastly more
complex than atoms and molecules. Biological experiments are therefore much more likely to
give misleading answers than experiments in physics.

Then come economics, politics and psychology. These all deal with the behaviour of that
highly unpreditable creature, Man. Lots and lots of scope for making mistakes here!

Unfortunately the experts in the highistakerate subjects (like biology and psychology) try
to bask in the reflected glory of the lewistakerate subjects (like mathematics). They say, for
instance, ifiWebve installed a big computer in ou
mi stakes in future. 0 puterwbuldndt makente slighdestslifeseace o n o f
to the accuracy of their conclusions. It would merelal#a them to turn Out their dubious
results a lot faster than before.

(3) Disagreements Among Experts

In 1954 | took a firshid course at the laboratory where | work. We used the latest textbook,
published only a few months before. This is how it told us to treat a shocked patient:

AnThe application of warmth is the first of th
Cover the patient with blankets; placetoat er bottl%s round him...?9d

Some years later | enrolled in a refresher course. Againathst textbook (published in
1965) was used. But this time the advice on treatment for shock began with a warning in heavy
black type:

A WARNI NG: DO NOT OVERHEAT A SHOCKED PATI ENT.
blood vessels to dilate and so increase their capacity. The amount of circulating blood thus
becomes even more inage at e f or the®needs of the body. o

Thus in 1954 the experts said, AKeep 6éem war m!
would be naive to imagine that at some fixed date betvi®d4 and 1965 the whole medical
profession changed its views overnight. There must have been a period of controversy, while the
Coolists gradually conquered the Warmists.

Similar differences of opinion among experts are going on all the time. Biologists argue bitterly
about whether certain drugs andtmgdes should be banned. Educationists disagree violently

about comprehensive education and corporal punishment. Space scientists cannot agree whether
men or machines should be used to explore the midanlist of disagreements could go on until

it filled this book.

The | esson is c¢clear. Very often, fAThe experts
of the side that happens to be winning at the moment is . .
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(4) When Experts Speculate about the Future or the Past

Physicists come near the top of Al an Woodds reld.i
hopelessly astray when they try to predict the future. A scientific journal in 1968 published an
article, fAHow F &Thi$ stolvdd bow @iy physicists @Ge deén@bout the

future of atomic power.

Lord Rutherford, perhaps the greatest atomic physicist of the early twentieth century, was
convinced that there never would be any pecat application of atomic research. Around 1950,
leading atomic scientists in France, Russia and America all declared that atomic power stations
would not become commercial propositions until the end of the century.

What happened, to make these wise men such false prophets? Simply this: they took the
present as a guide to the future. Unfodtely for them some completely unforeseen events
occurred, which made the future very different from what they had envisaged.

There are two lessons in this. The first is obvious: it is vergelaus to use the present to
predict the future.

The second lesson is much less obvious, but just asttisiequally risky to assume that the
present iasure guidetothepastin k nown events in days gone by car
deductions about the past, just asebuas an unforeseen event in days to come can upset his
predictions.

This is a very important lesson indeed. Experts of all smttonomers, geologists, biologists,
anthropologists, physicists and othefseen make sweeping statements about the past. Some of
these statements, if true, would make nonsense of the Bible. It is therefore most necessary to
remember two things:

(a) They are statements of opinion, not fact.
(b) They are always based upon the very shaky assumption that no unknown events have
occurred to upset their deductions.

(5) Experts Who Cheat

The popular conception of a scientist is of a man in a pure white coat with a pure white
conscience. He could no more tell a lie than a computer could make a mistake. Deceive the
public? No, not he!

Consequently, when a politician makes a promise everybody knows to take it with a grain of salt;
but if a scientist states something, eW®yy accepts it as truth, perfect truth. But honest
scientists have no desire to be set on a pedestal lik&\thiknow that we cannot live up to it.

Recently the editor of one of the worlddés | ead
ifiThere is no evidence that scientists al ways
only marginally more *honest than, say, politic

Another well known scientific journal published an article by BienRosen of London
University on scientific fraud$After dealing with some famous frauds, like the Piltdown Man,
Rosen considered the problem of widespread sdietitating. He suggested that up to five per
cent of scientific papers submitted for publication contain material that the authors know to be
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false. Fortunately editors are good at spotting frauds, and only a minority of these deceitful
papers get published.

It would be wrong to make too much of this. Scientists are no less truthful than their non
scientific colleagues. But it is as well tawmember that they are no more truthful than the average
man, either. And the same applies to every other kindpere

(6) What Emotional Pressure Can Do

Although only a small minority of scientists would deliberately deceive others, a much larger
number are liable to deceive thesives when under emotional pressure. There is plenty of proof
that this is so. Here are three examples.

Well into the 1960s, when the evidence that smoking caused lung cancer was absolutely
overwhelming, quite a few research scientists were still fighting a desperate rearguard action.
Even when it looked a hopeless task, they keptyingrto find some other explanation for the
evidence.

Why did they waste their time and energy in this way? In most cases because their scientific
judgement was warped by emotional preges. Some of them had well paid jobs with tobacco
companies. Some were young men addicted to smoking who did not want to give it up. Others
had been heavy smokers for many years, and were pathetic ally trying to reassure themselves that
they were not in danger of death.

A second example comes from Russia. As the tramstdta Russian book on the Lysenko

affair10 has said in his foreword:

AThe story of Sovi et-1964es)ethaps, the most bitaireechapterr i o d
in the history of modern science. 0

Briefly, the story goes like this. Lysenko was an ambitious young Russian with very little
scientific knowledge but a flair for politics.
favourites. In 1937 Stalin gave him supreme control of all research in agriculture and biology in
the Soviet Union, and he hung tmthis position for twentgeven years.

The results were disastrous for Russia. Lysenko directed agradutesearch along so many
unscientific paths that Russian agrtowé practically stood still, or even slipped backwards, for a
guarter of a century.

Worse still, he outlawed the whole modern science known as genetics. This science is concerned
with the way in which charactetiss are passed from parents to offspring (in both the animal

and the vegetable kingdoms) by invisibly small objects knewsn figenes 0. By 1937
already a great deal of experimental evidence that genes existed, although nobody had ever seen
one. In 1953 Watson and Crick in England showed what genes were evidently made of, and in
1958 were awarded a Nobel prize for their discovery.

Al | through this period Lysenko | aid down the
things as genes. They are a capitalist myth. Heredity works on entirely different principles. Toe
the Iine ~ go to jaillo

Some strongninded sciensts, including Vavilov, one of the greatest agriculturists in history,
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went to prison and died there. A few others for
great majority of Soviet biologists and agriculturists were swept along by the tide, and accepted
Lysenkods <crazy i dwritdes, andTresaatcl proaglammesviato the most

ridiculous subjects were set up.

Three hundred hi gher degrees were granted for
gr af tsbmethidg that has longeén known to be impossible A Stalin Prize of 200,000

roubles was awarded to a lady called Lepeshinskaya, for (allegedly) discovering how to create

living animal cells out of vegetable cells and vice vet$al

It was the heyday of quacks and crackpots, but the dark night of Soviet biology. And all this at a
time when in some other fields (astantics, for instance) Soviet science was leading the world.

The most alarming feature of the story is the way in which the great majority of Soviet biologists

were genuinely deceived. In 1964 Lysenko was at last sacked, and for one yea6J1965

biology teaching was suspended in all Russian schools while textbooks were rewritten. Yet in
1966 Medvedev (the writer of the Russian book
many Soviet scientists had been bwashed for so many years that Lysenko still had many
supporters?

It is clear from this story that scientistdole regiments of scientistan be led hopelessly
astray. In the early years Lysenko stggsed his opponents by force. But afterwards a whole
new generation of Soviet biologists grew up, genuinely believing that Lysenko was right. They
were taught that way at school and college, and hardly any of them questioned it.

In his concluding chapter Medvedev makes two very wise observations:

ifiThe false doctrine of Ly s en k.a Mdngthebrgtican o means
branches of scienand the well. known and flourishing system of homeopathy fall, no doubt,
into the category of falss o c t i ne. 0

i Mo nopol y byone osanatherrfatse doctrirgg,even by one scientific trenid,an
external symptom cfome deegs e at ed s i c k n'd(Fhe itatick araminep ci et y. 0

These vigorous warnings by Medvedev are a fitting introduction to the third and last example.
A friend of mine is a professor who holds a science chair in a famous British university. Like a
number of my scientist friends he rejects the Darwinian theory of evolution as a piece of
guesswork based on inadequate evige

One day in 1968 | went to see him, and outlined a novel programme of research that would
fall right inside the scope of his department. If successful it would have thrown new light on
some aspects of evolutionary theory, and would probably have exposed somé&nmpor
weaknesses in the Darwinistsd case. I suggested
upon it. (A Ph.D. student is a young graduate who stays on at university for an extra three or four
years doing research, to gain a dodda

He shook his

ead sadly. i coul dndét possibly
t [ t

h
0

I
AWhy not? Don you | i ke he suggestion?o
iYes, I do. I think ités a good idea, and if
woul dndét dare to |l et a student work on it.o
This mystified me. AWhy not a student?0 | aske
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AiYou obviously have no idea of the prejudice
how brilliant the research, or how sound the conclusions, a research thesis exposing the
weaknesses of Darwinism would never gefair hearing. The scales would be so heavily
wei ghted against him that the poor student woul c

What did Medvedev say? AMonopoly . . . by one
somedeeg eat ed sickness of a society. o
Hmmm.

(7) Experts Exaggerate Their Importance

Every so often some faighted expert tries to warn the public. In 1950 an American scientist,
Anthony Standen, published his bestling book,Science is a Sacred CoBut by 1969 his

warning ha been forgotten, and another scientist, David Horrobin, had to say it all over again in
his book,Science is Go¥.

Despite the rather fl amboyant title, there is
titte means that modern man has turned science into a false god, and given it far more respect
than it deserves.

Horrobin, like Standen before him, tries to cut science down to size. He is a professor of
medical physiology, and is particularly severe about his own branch of science. He lifts the lid

off, and shows the layman what lies underneath all the pronouncements of the experts. Here are a
few quotations from his book:

iThe history of s-calledfaatsevhich sverd later found netdo bevfactsh s o
at all.... Anyone who has ever worked in a laboratory, particularly a biological laboratory, is
fully aware of the vulnerability of eXperi ment

AThe scientific study of ngarous of all the mythg ofh , per h
moderncivilisation. Ultimately the psychologist, the psychiatrist, the sociologist must each
confess that his work must be prefaced by 061 b
The intellectual basis for what the scientist says of man is no stronger than that for what the
theologian sayBy means of a gigantic confidence trick, by pretending that the study of man
is science) by hanging on the coat tails of so lid) successful, reliable physics and engineering,
an army of atheists and agnosticshastbed many t heol od% ans to turn

Al n a manner of whi cdentarybishop waultd havelapproged, manp et e e n t
scientists are defending with untoward vigour positions which seem to me and probably to
most people o be untenable. o

iFive equally c¢clever men may have access to p
express five different opinions about a particular issue. Their answers depend more on their
preconceived ideas fhan on the facts availabl e.

iScience i s god..h dwentiethcburyn scientists, like nineteententury
theologians, make the wildest claims on behalf of their god.... Twewtetiury charlatans of a
myriad varieties offer their panaceas for society and attempt to mislead the people by calling
their misbegotten ideas scientifisnd bewildered twentietbentury common men have a crude
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faith in their god which they d7% (Thedtdlicsarar e t o h
mine throughout.)

Very well. We have been warned. The experts ($isitsnin partcular) thrust their opinions at
us with the zeal of false prophets. And ordinary people lap it up, like devoted worshippers of
some false god.

Compare that last quotation from Horrobin with some words from the Old Testament, written
about 2,500 years ago:

AA wonderf ul and horrible thing is committed
and the priests bear rule by theirmeans,d My peopl e  ove to have it ¢

Human nature doesndt change mucidientothewise it ? Peoc
of AAuthorityo. People positively |l ove to be | et
That is the way we are all made.

Yes, we have been warned!

(8) You Can Decide For Yourself

Who decides whether a man accused of murder is guilty? A panel of legal experts? Certainly not.
The legal experts set out all the evidence, and then a jury of ordinary men and-fetntide
you and manake the vital decision.

Who decides whether Britain shall invest hundreds of millions of poimdieveloping a

proposed new aircraft? A group of aircraft engineers? Certainly not. The decision is made by

ci vil servants and politicians who couldnodot t el
size.

Who decides whether to ban certain chemicals from foodstuffs, or to limit the useys i
hospitals? Again it is not the chemists or the doctors, but the civil servants and politicians that
decide.

This is the one redeeming feature in the present situation. We are not yet governed by the
experts. Top decisions are still made by repecialists, who listen to their expert advisers, weigh
the evidence, and then reach a conclusion.

This is enough to show that you do not have to be an expert to make up your mind about some
important subject. Like a jury, like a civil servant, you are well able to consider the evidence and
decide for yourself.

So donét be overawed by fithe expertso as you
thinking that the majority view is the only view, or that those \wbecept the minority viewpoint
taken in this book are feebfrinded.

Weigh up the evidence for and against the Bible as honestly as you can. Then make up your

own mind, without worrying about what Atheyo0o sa\)
Remember that all through history, in every branch of knowledge, minority opinions have

often proved right in the long run.
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14
All-or Nothing

About twenty years ago | went to a big conference at London University. The theme was
AEvol uti on and Riadaddgessavasigiven hyradvofiimows theolgian.

Hi s subject was AEvol ut i on ikgnhe first threecchaptersyod . He s
the Bible to pieces. According to him there never was any such place as the Garden of Eden, nor
any such people as Adam and Eve. Wh a 't Aithe exp
Genesis said was false. And so, he concluded trianthh we must now regard Genesis as a
collection of myths and legends.

Among the eminent peopl e -jown scemists, theded. Bosie of Br i
Haldane. There was also a young science student that nobody had ever heard of.

As soon as the meeting was thrown open to discussion, the young student stood up and quoted
the following Bible passages:

iSince by man

came deat h, by man omddamallal so t he
die, even san Christs h a | | al |

'ne made alive. o

fi A s one ynarsin entered into the world and death by sin, and so death passed upon all men
- . . death reigneffom Adamo Moses, even over them thathaot sinned after the likeness of
Adamds tr aRosifbye € onma.n.6 deathoréignedrbg @ne; much more they
which receive abundance of grace and of the gift of righteoustedisreign in life by one,
Jesus “Christ?o
il shoul d Il i ke to ask t he speaker , 0 he sai d,
Testamentds teaching about salvation? Those two
Adam as a real man who brought sin and death into the world, and Jesus Christ as another real
man who brought back righteousness and a way of eternal life.

ilf Paul was mistaken about the very foundat.i
anything he wrote about s alAdaavwasa myh, Holvcaomwee of Pa
be sure that the other key md@susva s nd6t a myt h al so?0

The worldfamous theologian looked most uncomfortable. He got up, muttered something about
this being too big an issue to deal with in the time at his disposal, and sat down again.

He looked even more uncomfortallben the atheist J. B. S. Haldane began to rub salt in his

wounds.

il should |Ii ke to underline the commonsense ren
Hal dane. filt is high time that orthodox theol ogi

themselves. They are struggling to defend an absurd, impossible position.

ifiThey are trying to adopt a compromise in circu
The Bible claims, from beginning to end, to be the inspired, infallible, Word of GdebrEitis
claim is true, or it is false. There is no hatfy position.

Anlf it is false (as | bel itiawyatall Ifibhietnoe (ashhssr e i s no
young man believes) then Christians are obliged to aetlepth e Bi bl e. There just i
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| ogical alternative. o

There was a hush for a few moments as the audie

No Compromise

Haldane was right, of course. There are some situations whepearaise is a good thing, and

some situationwher e compromi se just doesndt make sense.
Suppose that you say to the filling station att
atthitysi x and a half, thatoés two pounds nineteen,
twentyni ne, pl ease. 0

Do you say, #AAII right, fHfetwvé&e®?compromi se; call
Of course you dondét. Compromise is absurd in a
one right answeyour answeiand you stick out for it.

Inthe same way,asHalda® s penetrating intellect saw so cl
answer for the Christian.

Jesus Christ taught Hi § THe wdrdHe used d&l nat mearc a | | Hi m
Abosso; it meant Aschool mast-awodthathheantc al | ed Hi s
Astudent so. He made it quite clear what the rel
AfiThe disciple (student) is not above his Mast
and do not the®’things which | say?d

The lesson is quite clea®ur place is to sit at the feet of Jesus and learn, as Maryltlide
have the nerve to set ourselves up as judges over Jesus and try to decide where He went wrong,
then we are courting disaster.

Yet this is just what so many modern theologians do, when they say that the Bible is a mixture
of truth and error. For Jesus taught just the opposite.

When Jesus lived on earth about féitths of our Bible was already written. We now call this
Aithe Old Testament o, but i Scrhpseardaysothétbat
writteno, or Athe Lawodo, or Athe Law and the proj

Jesus used the same terms, and this is what He said about it:

fiThe Scripture® cannot be broken. o

it is easier for heaven and earth %A pass av
tittle is a small stroke on a Hebrew letter, rather like the crossing of our letter t.)

ifHad ye believed Moses, ye would have believe
not his writings, how shajll e believe8 my wor ds?0
ifiThey have Moses and the prophet s; | et t hem he
prophet s, neither will they be persuaded, thoug!

Actions Speak Louder than Words
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Jesus was a preacher who lived up to His own message. He not only said that the Old Testament
was true and authoritative; He showed by the way He used it that He really believed it to be so.

Look at the way Jesus conquered temptation. Three times the tempter came to Jesus in the
wilderne s s and three times Jesus defeated him. Ea
written ...0, He said, quoting antoml°d Testament

The tempter did not stop to argue. He did not
written by Moses. It was only attributed to him by the scribe who wrote it, hundreds of years

after Moses was dead. o It was well known that J
the Word of God given by MosésTo Jesus, ifsmet hi ng was f@Awritteno, that

Similarly, Jesus frequently silenced the Pharisees and Sadducees by appealing to Scripture.

fiYe do err, not KmwasMiscomplainhe Scriptures?o,
Six times in Matthewdbs gospel al one He asked a
ye not read ... 2?0 'EachtimdXiedntrogustoryeokds were fokbomedl . . . ? 0

by a quotation, one from Genesis, one from Exodus, one from 1 Samuel, one from Numbers,
and two from the Psalms. Eacimé He appears to have rendered His opponents speechless.

Many times He settled disputes once and for all by quotingtBoeipWWhen Jesus said to His
religious opponents, fAlt is written
or, fAWhat is written . . thatawaysfinishedthe argumentn at | e :

Jesus could, of course, have relied on His own authority to settle disputes. He claimed that
His own words were the words of G&dOften He did speak on His own authority, with a
fiverily, 1®¥say unto youbo.

But when areally big issue aroseesisting the tempter, or halting the attacks of the Pharisees
and Sadducee¥esus generally appealed to Scripture. To Him this was the ultimate authority.
This was absolute Truth. There could be no gainsaying Scripture.

Route Map to the Cross

Jesus did not drift through life like most of us, taking each emergency as it comes. From the
beginning He knew exactly where He was going:
to the Cross. During the last part of His mortal life He made this clear to His disciples:

i Fr o mtime ioeth began Jesus to show unto His disciples how that He must go unto
Jerusalem, and suffer many things of the elders and chief priests and scribes, and be killed, and
be raised agd&in the third day. o

This road to the Cross was not easy to walk. It took all His iron determination to follow it to
the end. An hour or two before His arrest He had one last chance to run away, and the temptation
to escape was enormous.

Luke tells us how He prayed for streangth to g

fiHis sweat was as it were great ®*@omewhatmayf bl ood,
He knew that He must go forward. He expressed His determination to do so in the words:
AiFat her . . . not MY will, but Thine, be done. 0
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With this resolve to conquer Hi s own human f e
terrible death.

But how did He know that it was Godos willl for
had to be very, very sure that it was necessary before He could go willingh hoittors ahead
of Him.

YetHewassur e that it was Gododos willl . He had known
again He had told His disciples how He knew. Here are four examples, one from each gospel:

AfAnd He took unto Him the twelve and said unt
all things that are written by the prophetencerning the Son of Man shall be accomplished.
For he shall be delivered unto the Gentiles, and shall be mocked, and spitefully entreated, and
spitted%g)n. And they shalteurge Him and put Him to death; and the third day He shall rise
agaiTn. o

AiThe Son of itisaritten gfddientbit wae sinto that man by whom the Son of
Man is Betrayed! o

AfHe answer ed aitd writtenlofdhe Sdam ef ian. thathHe must suffer many
things and b% set at nought. o
fiSearch the.tlegardd heyr evhi c h ?f Had thérd been ad crudified o
Saviour there would have been no Christianity. And the Saviour would never have been crucified
unless He haddelievedimplicitly-that the Old Testament revealed exactly what sufferings He
must endure. What sort of disciples (the word me
we thought that He was sadly mistaken in His view of the Old Testament?

Yet there are, unhappily, many wotdde fApupi | so0 of Hi s who do thin
have even invented a complicated theological e X |
Greek nam# which makes it sound much more clever than it really is. But &visrsecalled
explanation only covers the period of Christéos
of God could make no mistakes after He rose from the dead to glorious immortality.

And consequently it is a waste of words for them to argue that Jesus could hold wrong notions
while He was still a mortal man. Because Jesus held exactly the same views after His
resurrection as before it.
The resurrected Jesus, who could say, *HAIl pow
could also say

nO fools, and sl ow of heart to believe in all
to have suffered these things, and to enter into His glory? And beginning at Moses and all the
prophets He expounded unto them in all the Scriptures the things concerning HimskIf
things must be fulfilled which were written in the Law of Moses, and in the prophets, and in the

Psal ms, coffcerning Me. o
ifiFool s, 0 the resurrected Jesuslltoeaawas writeninh e m, be
the OldTest ament . Fool s! You canoét help feeling so

been a very humiliating experience, being called fools by the Son of God.
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Claims of the Old Testament

It is easy to see why Jesus regarded the Old Testament in the way He did. He took it at its face
value. Time after time the Old Testament claims to be an authoritative message from God to
men.

Jesus accepted that claim. Commonsense says that one can either accept the claim, or reject it
altogether. There is no sensilohddle course.

According to one writef! the Old Testament makes this claim in 3,808 plaseswverage of
about four per page. Even if this is an overestimate the number must run into thousands.

The prophets are particularly rich in such cl ai
the Lord by Haggai 06 in his first verse, and aga
says, AThus speaketh the Lordo. Haggai uses exp

book that occupies onlyvo pages in the average Bible.

Even the legal code given to the nation of Israel (the Law of Moses) is spattered with phrases
|l i ke AMoses wrote all the words of ®8ihilar Lor do,
phrases are less common in the historical books, but they still occur many times. For example:

fiThe Lord s pakiel hwrst os ali &8 f theed |Loorrdd or,eveal ed Hi
Samuel in Shiloh by the word of the Lordo.
The writers of the Old Testament books not only tell us that Godesfmkem, or through
them. Sometimes they go into more detail, and give us a glimpse of what it was like to be the
mouthpiece of God.
Thus:

David:i The spirit of the Lord spaké by me, and Hi s

Isaiah: ifiHe | aid it (a burning coal from a heaven
this hath touched thy | ips, and thine iniquity
the voice of the Lord, saying, 6Whom shall Il s
aml,sendmedé And He said, 6GB, and tell this people
Jeremiagh: A Then said |, O6Ah, Lord God! Behol d, Il c
Lord said unto me, 6Say not, il am a childo, f
whatsoever  comand thee thou shalt speak. 0o : . Ther
touched my mout h, and the Lord said unto me, o}
(much | ater) Then | said, 61  will not make men
But His word was in mine heart as a burning fire shut up in my bones, and | was weary with
forbearing, and®1l could not contain.?od

As you might expect, the apostles of Jesus took exactly the same line about the Old Testament
as their Master. They supported it right up to the hilt. Here are five examples:

fiLord, Thou art God... who by the mouth of Thy -
iThe Holy Spirit was right in saying to your f
filn many and var i odust ovaoyssr Goalt lsdrosk eby ft tnd pr op
iSo worship | the God of my fathers, believin

in the rophets. o
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il continue unto this day, witnessing both to
those which the prophets®* and Moses did say sho

Notice what is implied in those first three quotations. (1) What David (who wrote many of the
Psal ms) said, God said. (2) What is written in
(3) The words of tb prophets were really spoken by God.

No wonder that in the last two quotations Paul said he believed all that was in the Old
Testament, and preached nothing else!

Claims of the New Testament

Of course, there are two possibilities about these claims made in the Bible. They may be true, or
they may be false. Later on we shall have to try and decide which. For the present, however, let
us leave it as an open question. It will be sufficient in this chapter to concentrate on trying to
understand just what dlse claims are. According to the writers of the New Testament, God
spoke through them, too. John says that Jesus promised to use His apostles in that way:

fiHowbeit, when he, the Spirit of fruth, is cor
AiThe Comforter, which is the Holy Spirit, wh o
teach you all things, anoring all things to your remembrance) whatsoever | have said unto

yod. o

So Matthew, Mark, Luke and John would not have to rely on a hazy recollectiwhabf
Jesus had said. When they wrote their four gospels the Holy Spirit would cause them to recall the
exact teaching of the Master. Or so, at | east, .
Peter and Paul also claimed repeatedly that th
words. Here are two examples from each:

Peter: AfiThose [the apostles] who preached the go
through the Holy Spiris e nt  f r om heaven. o
AiBe mindful of the words which were spoken bef

prophets [the Old Testament], atid commandment of the Lord P
and Saviour through your apostlest he New Testament] . o
Pauli When ye received the Word of God which ye h
ofmen,but,tasits in truth,*“the Word of God. o

AnBut | certify you, brethren, that the gospel
neither received it of man, neither was | taught it, ibame to me through revelation of

Jesus “hrist. o

Evidently the apostles believed that they were being used by God justisikgrdphets of

ol d. First, Godbés prophets were moved by Gododbs
caused them to write down Godds words, and t hu
apostles were first caused by Godés Spirit to p
Godbés words, and so produce the New Testament . (
Inspiration

Most people would agree that if there is a God, He must be able to do things on earth invisibly.
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As Co wp eknodvis hymneputsti

fGod moves in a mysterious way
Hi s wonders to perform.o

The Bi bl e has a name for the invisible work o
Spirit of Godo, or Athe Holy Spirito, or for she

This is a good name for it, because it is the translation of Hebrew and Greek words meaning
Awindo. I n this age of weather forecasts we und:
wind was something strange, mysterious, powerful. It made men think of the invisible power of
Godworking on earth.

It is fitting, therefore, t hat most of Godos
Spirit. So was the giving of His Wonghich was, of course, a kind of miracle. When men spoke
or wrotethe Word of God, it was the Spirit that moved them. Again and again in the Old
Testament it says that the Spirit of the Lord came upeandso, and he prophesied.

When the Old Testament was practically complete, a thousand years or so after Moses had
begun it, another prophet, Nehemiah, sumoethe situation:

AiThou [ God] gavest also Thy good Spirit to in:
forbear them, and testified against thbgn Thy Spirit in Thy prophetsBut we have done
wickedly, neither have our kings, offr princes,

As the apostle Peter put it, several hundred years later still:
AiNo prophecy of Scripture i s a nmprdpheeyrevenf oneds
came by the impulse of man) but men moved by the Holy Spsipo ke rom God. o

In the same way, according to the verses quoted earlier in this chapter, the New Testament
also was written by men who were moved by the Holy Spirit. As Jesus told them before they
began, ABut you shal/l receive power when the Ho
My wit#esses. o

The Bible uses a special word to describe this work of the Holy Spirit. The word is

inspiraton.Paul used it in this way: #AAI™ Scripture i :
Inspiration. Itisnotad8d descri pti on, becatwyppe riti magkes oy o
Godods Spirit into a man <chosen to convey God?od:
particularly good word, because it does not real
The whole phrase, Afgi ven by inspiration of God
wor d. That word means fAnGodspiritedod or #fAGodbr ea
for Aspirito also means both Awindod and fAbreat he
So although it is less elegant it is morcacr at e t o transl ate Paul 0s

scripture isbreathedouby God. 0o

In other words, the Bible is expired by God rather than inspired. In a figurative sense it came
out of Godés mouth, just as our breath comes out
About a thousand years earlier a Jewish hymnwriter had made a similar point. He wrote in the
book of Psalms:

iBy t hofthenord d
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Were the heavens made
And all the host of them
Bythebreato f Hi s **mout h. o

He was referring to the first chapter of Genesis,rel@®od created the heavens and the earth.

The words, AAnd God said, 6Let there be on Kk
words of God were spoken; the deeds of God were done.

Every Word Counts

Al | this adds wup to a vital c onciltheereallpisa | f t he

sense in which the Bi bl e-itmsstnfednrnhetteetvdryewsdbrdsooit of Go
the Bible come from Godgpt just the ideas.

At first this sounds a staggering claim. And yet theanmu think about it, the more it makes
sense. In an unimportant piece of writisgly, a magazine article, or a novet doesnoét mat t
much what words are used, so long as the general sense is what the author intended.

But in an i mportant document, l' i ke an Act of Pa
i mportant. A wealthy old man once wrote a very
my nephew Percy. o

Poor Percy. He only got a few pounds. It was quite clear what Umedent.But Uncle had not

saidwh a t he meant. AiMoney, 0 said the | awyer s, me
Uncl ebds fortune was i n the faonrdn tohfa tbdasn kn odte pfionsoi nte
real weal th went to Uncleds next of kin, whi | e

trouser pockets.

We might expect that if the Bible really is what it claims tethie most important document in

the worldthe words it uses are tremendously important. And this is exactly what it claims. No

Bible write r ever says, ifGod gave me a message in vag
my own words. o

On the contrary, many of them emphasise the precise nature of the message God gave them. For
example:

David: AMI this the Loridwitrgde Hesuhdgdstpod me. o
Jeremiah: A Thus saith the Lord . . . speak unto al
command thee to speak unto théeaep not back word . . . Take thee a roll of a book and

write therein all the word¢hat lhavespoen unf?0 t hee. 0

Jesus: fi Tiwerdst hat | speak unto you, ®they are spir
Paul:i And we iimp awotr dishi.s. t &ught by the Spirit.o
John: il f any man s h thé worddofathe doolaoi thiy propheay,ntod

shall take away his>®part out of the book of | i:

Needless to say, these statements do not apply to the words of the Bible in English. The dear old

l ady who said, Ailf the Authorised Version was (¢
me! 0 has b e @me THeemerdwhawrdtecthre g@riginal books of the Bible were said to

be inspired by God, not the men who afterwards copied those books and translated them into

other languages. (Just how accurate were those copyists and translators? We shall look at that
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question in Chapter 17.)

Writers -Not Typewriters

There is something almost uncanny about the sight of a big electronic computer working. The
heart of the computer is stelicate that it has to be boxed away in arcairditioned chamber,

like a prematte baby in an incubator. Wires connect the delicate central part to other machines,
through which the operators feed in the problems fortisoluOther wires connect the computer

to an electric typewriter, which types out the answers.

It is a strange sight to see one of these typewriters typing away at breakneck speed, as if some
invisible typist were using it. Those sheets of typed paper are being dictated by the electronic
machine in its glass case, and once the machine is set to work on a problemamobeing has
any control over that typewriter.

Now this is notrepeat, NOfthe way to think of God inspiring the Bible. The writers of the
Bible were not just human typewriters, setting down automatically the words that God dictated to
them. They were individuals with a style of their own, each writing his inspired message in his
own particular way.

At first, this statement may seem to contradict all that has gone before. If God did not dictate
His words to the writers of the Bible, but gave them freedo write in their own style, how
could their writings possibly turn out to be the exact words of God?

This problem is not nearly so difficult as it seems. Try looking at it this way. A crack shot
with a rifle can still hit the target when a strong wind is blowing. His skill enables him to
estimate the force and direction of the wind, and then allow for it when he points his gun. If the
wind is blowing strongly from the left, he aims to the left of the target. He knows that his bullet
will follow a curvedpath, and end up on target. But if there is no wind he aims directly at the
target, and expects his bullet to travel by a shorter path to it.
In other words, the wind has no effect on the
always end up where he wants it. What the wind does is to decide the path by which the bullet
will get there.

It is rather like that, only much more complicated, with the wm% of God. He knows
exactly what end result He wants to achieve, and with infinite skill Hdlis to achieve it. He
can allow for the effects of human free will of the literary style of individualas easily as a
marksman can allow for the wind.

When He wanted a book written in the characteristic style of Jeremiah, He raised up exactly
the right man to write it. He told Jeremiah that He began shaping him for his work as a prophet
even before he was bothWhen the time came for Jeremi ahos g
exactly the right man for it. Even his nervousness and humility helpedhimfior the job>’

The resulting book was therefore truly Jeremia
written it in quite the same way. Butdaise God had made Jeremiah what he was, and then
caused him to write what he did, Jeremi ahds boc
same applies to all the other books of the Bible.
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What This Chapter Has Proved

This subject of the Bibleds claim to be fiGodbre
a book to itself. In just one chaptehave only been able to outline it. If you wish to examine it
in depth, you will need to read one of the standard works on the subject.
The finest book ever written on this topic is probably that by Gau&séore recent books by
Warfield® Yound® and Pach® are also useful.

Like this chapter, none of these bogk®vesthat the Bible is inspired by God. It is always
wrong to reason in a circle; we must beware of making that mistake here.
| have not tried to argue that because the Bible makes ceftéains, those claims must be
true. What | have tried to show is that the Bib
must be either true or false.

The Bible writers all say with one accord:

i Wh a t we have written are not our own words.
caused us to write His words. Consequently, everything we have written has the authority of the
Almighty behinditEver yt hi ng we have written is true. o

It stands to reason that there are only two possibilities. Eith@&thd | e 6s ast oni shi ng
true-or the book is the biggest confidence trick in all history!
But as we saw at the beginning of this chapter, many leaders of religion refuse to accept that
these are the only alternatives. They adopt a third point of view. They say that the Bible is sort
of-true and sorbf-false.

of cour se, they donot put it l' i ke that. They
impossible for the man in the street to ustiend. But that is what it comes down to. Unlike the
prophets, unlike Jesus Christ, unlike the apostles, these Biblical scholars believe in a Bible that is
neither true nor false, but something in between.

There are many of them and their views are widely known. So we cannot ignore them. The
next chapter will take a look at their position and see where it leads us.
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15
Falling Between Two Stools

Charles is atypicalmiddleged Engl i shman. Most people Iike hi
of chap. Good hearted, good living and public spirited, too.

He stood fo the local council last year, but failed to get in. He never goes to church, but he
would be hurt if you suggested he was not a Christian. He believes in keeping the Ten
Commandments (or at least, as many as he can remember), and in being kind to other people.

Of course, he doesndét believe in the Bible, ex
people, he follows the fashion and assumes that the Bible has been shot full of holes by scientists
and other experts. And anyway, he says he can lpaxfactly good life without the Bible, thank
you.

Yet Charles has suddenly become a worried man. His tranquil life has recently taken a very
nasty knock. He has two teenage sons who are worrying him stiff. They stoop to every kind of
petty dishonesty they can get away with, and th

go grey.

The worst of it is that Charles feels so powerless. Whenever he says anything, he comes up

against a stone wal/l . ABut why not6t Dnaaed 2d oWewdhraet
we | i ke?0
Poor Charles has no answer for them. I f he say

who do you think you are?bo

He knows how his father made him toe the line, forty years ago. The old man simply said,

AnCharl es, pack this wup! ltds wrong. The Bi bl e s
father the Bible was authoritative. So Charles did as he was told.
But Charles cannot talk to his own sons |ike t

of the Bible. Charlebelieves in keeping the Commandments, and it upsets him to see his sons
breaking them. Bvbythe Keaps tldem.eS® hdivtcan hentope to persuade his
sons to keep them?

Charles is not alone in this. There are hundreds of thousantigppeanillions, of fathers in
the same uncomfortable position.

The fact is that there always was only one good reason for keeping the Commandments. They are
introduced by the statement: HAnd God spake all
And they are immediately followday a passage that says:

AAnd al l the people saw the thunderings, and
and the mountain smoking... And the Lord said unto Moses, Thus thou shalt say unto the
children of Israel, Ye have se’en that | have t

That is why a hundred generations of Gedring Jews have respected the Ten
Commandments. They believed that the whole book of Exodus was true. They believed that God
really did appear on Mount Sinai and thunder out those comneamdito their ancestors.

Jesus Christ endorsed that belief. Several books of the New Testament refer directly to it as a
historical fact That is why many generations of Bidlee | i evi ng Chri sti ans | i ke
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have had a profound respect for the Commandments.

Thin End of the Wedge

There is a big lesson to be learnt from this.

If you believe that God led Israel to Mount Sinai by a succession of mighty miracles, and
there gave them His Law, the Commandments will have supreme authority. They avitidwer
in your life. They cannot be anything else, if you really believe they came down from heaven.

But suppose you listen to the wrong kind of expert. Suppose you lap up the misguided
phil osophy that s aiples Muclii fl the Book oé Bxodasrisefictionmphe s s
Commandments were made up by a group of pious me

Then what? Al t he power a m@ndaents ihyou wantyo;, i S g o0 n e
break them if you donot . | fs Gbld dodadot pgniveht]
breaking them. o6 This is the inevitable reaction.

Where moral standards are concerned there is no permanevdayhhalfuse. The whole Bible
stands or falls together, and moral standards stand or fall with it. If it is what it claims to be,
inspired by God and authoritative from beginning to end, then it demands our obedience. But if
not, there is no real reason why we should not do what we like.

More and more people are realising this now. That is why more and more peopleiage cast
off all restraint. We ought not to be puised by the rocketing statistics of crime, immorality,
drugaddiction and violence. Faighted men and women saw it coming, more than a hundred
years ago. They knew the thin end of a wedge when they saw it.

Until about the middle of the last century practically all Christian scholars accepted the
Bi bleds own claim to be the words of God. There
generally they made no claim to be Christian. For some time thaokaton the Bible had little
effect. But soon after the middle of the nineteenth century they made a breakthrough.

Around that time there was a great leap forward in human knowledge. The foundations of
modern science were being laid. The two great offshoots of science, medicine and engineering,
were working wonders undreamed of a few years before. Historians and archaeologists were
busy unravelling the secrets of the past.

The result of all this was a great epidemic of swollen heads in the universitles wbrld.

Few scholars had the humility to think, ANow we
The gener al reaction was, ALook how wise we ar
practically everything worth knowing. o

Swinburne captured the spirit of the age in verse:

nGl ory to Man in the h

i ghest
For Man is the master of t i

st!
hings. o

In this climate of opinion scholars jumped recklessly to conclusions, without waiting for
proper evidence. And a large part of the general public jumped béftélythem.

D a r w Dngid ef Speciesvas sold out on the day of publication. Before they had even read
it, some people started to believe that Darwin had disproved the existence of a Creator.
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Archaeologists decided that writing was not invented until after Moses was dead, and that
consequently Moses could not possibly have written any part of the Bible. Historians decided
that nearly all the books of the Bible were full of historical blunders, and therefore could not
have been written by eygitnesses.

We know now that all these gentlemen were, in fact, talking through the back of their learned
necks. Modern scholars regard nineteasghtury scholarship as a hotchpotch of truth and error.
But this realisation came too late to avert a tragedy. Very many Christian ministers of that time
were taken in by the great flood of oxanfident nineteenthentury scholarship. They accepted
the view that the Bible was a collection of pious forgeries, written at a late date and palmed off
on an ancient public as theorks of famous men.

By the turn of the century this view was held by the majority of Christian scholars. By then it
was being taught in many theological colleges as if it were the unquestionable truth. And, of
course, the young students at those colleges lapped it up without question. (They had to, if they
wanted to pass their exams.) The fact that a very different viewpoint was still being taught at
other colleges was quietly overlooked.

From Bad to Worse
It took a little time before it dawned on thgerage man what these views meant. If the Book of

Isaiah did not even contain the words of Isaiah, you could hardly expect it to contain the words of
God. If the four gospels were not written until long after Matthew, Mark, Luke and John were

dead, you could not rely on what they said about Jesus. Some of it might be true, some untrue.

Each man was free to choose how much he would believe.

It was obvious where this would lead. Gradually men would choose to believe less and less of
the Bible, until finallythey believed nothing at all.

What was a little more unexpected was the way religious leaders gradually became more and
more extreme in their statements. At first they expressed their views moderately. In the nineteen
thirties Archhishop Temple wrote:

NRnThere 1 s

no single deed
He said or di

or saying of His
d Precisely thi t h

S or at . o

Though this makes sad reading, at least the language is restrained. It contrasts strikingly with
a more recent statemeny Bnother religious leader. In ig6~ Dr. Leslie Weatherhead-tiore
President of the Methodist Conference, was reported as saying that he would like to go through
the Bible with a blue pencil and blot out various portions. He called the Old Testament out of
date and completely outmoded. He described many of the Psalms as nénsense.

The end of the road was reached in 1966, when the following letter appeared in a leading
British newspapet.

nsSir,
I do not believe in the existence of God; | believe thatlpv or O6agaped, as
life of Jesus, is the key to human relationships.

John Smith
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(Methodist Minister)
Wal |l send. o

Wh at a sad confession. The fAReverendo John Smi
does not believe in God.

At least you have to admire his courage. In the same newspaper a week before, a well known
unbeliever, John Gilmour, had thrown Out a challenge. He declared that many leaders of the
Church no longer believed in God. All they had, he said, was a general belief itiaGHdge as

the key to human relationships. He dared them to come clean, and admit it. This Methodist
minister accepted the challenge and owned up.

And why not? He has only gone one short step further than many of his colleagues. The
existence of God was just about the only Bible teaching left that had not been denied by some
minister of religion.

The Unhappy Medium

Of course, not all those Biblical schol ars who
There are still many who take a moredamte position. Between them they hold many different

shades of opinion. Some think the Bible contains a lot of truth and only a little error; some think

it is the other way round. It would be imgilde in a single chapter to do justice to all their

views.

But their most common approach to the Bible can be expressed quite simply. They say that

the Bible is fireliable in matters of religion, I
Wh at does that mean? Simply this. Tetva t when
commandment | give unt o’ apdsuchliketttingve cayaeceptihame one a|
as true. But that when we read how the baby Mos
inthe bulrushe8we are at | iberty to say, AA likely stor:
If we hold these views, we shall believe that this story about Moses

-and hundreds of other Bible stordieas e f i ct i on, not fact. We shalll
anyway, whether these things happened or not? We can learn useful lessons from these stories,
just as we can from the parables of Jesus. Noboc

Several things are very wrong with this approach. First of all, Jesus presented his parables as

parabl es. Many of them are introduced by the wo
of them is worded in what you might <cal/l ifla par e
I f the parable of the Good Samaritan had begun

rusalem .. .0 we shoul.d Bruav e tk ndo wlnn 6t

down from Je
iA certain man we hBveryore krew dt onoerthat) er u s a |

It began,
this was a parable.

Now when Jesus and the apostles referred to Old Testament history, they never spoke about it in
Aparable styleo. They always treated it as accu
but they made it plain that these wdessons drawn from real lifaVhen Paul based some

lessons on a series of episodes from the history of Israel,

he said:
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AThese t hi ndgostheim &ypwag of examplenand they were written for our
admoni® ion. o

These things happened. ActudigppenedCould words be plainer than that?
As for Jesus, He spoke of many incidents in the Old Testament, including:

The story of Adam and EVe

The murder of Abel by Cath

Noah and the flodd

The destruction of Soddom and the death of Lot 6
Moses and the burning bush

The manna that fell from heav&n

Solomon and the Queen of Sh&¥ba

Elijah and a miracfé

Elisha and another miracfe

Jonah ad the whal®

Turn up these passages in your own Bible. See for yourself how Jesus obviously believed that
all these events really did occur.

There i s anot her big snag about saying the [
unreliabled. The historical and religious stran
Persian carpet. How are we going to separate them? In fact, no two scholars seem to agree on
which bits are fAhistorical o and which are fArel i

Take the story that Jesus rosenf the dead. We meet it in all four gospels, in the books of
Acts and Revelation, and in several of the epistles. It is presented to us in these books as a
historical fact. For this reason many scholars feel free to reject it as a myth.

But it is more than a historical fact. It is also presented to us as a foundation stone of the
Christian religion. Listen to the apostle
Paul:

AHow say some among Vyou that there is no res
resurrection of the dead, then is Christ mieen, and if Christ be not risen then is our

preaching vain and your faith is also vainf.Christ be not raised your faith is vaige are

yet in ¥%our sins!o

Then there is the problem that if Christ really was wrong in His teaching about the Old
Testament, how can we be sure of anything else He taught? He backed up His claim to be the

Son of God with a quotation from the Psal ms, sa\)
b r o k¥lfrHe Wwas wrong about Scripture, how do we know that Heneasvrong about being
Son of God?
He said that resurrection and eternal life could be relied upon because of what the book of
Exodus said® If He was wrong about the book of Exodus, how do we know that He was not
wrong about eternal life?
Lots of Biblebelieving theologians have asked this kind of tjoas”* But so far as | know,
nobody has ever given them a reasonable answer.
I't is not surprising there has been a steady c

drift has mainly been in the miction of complete unbelief, but quite a number of scholars have
moved in the opposite direction towards complete belief. There may be some difficulties
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connected with wholehearted belief. But there are far greater problems facing those who try to
believe only parts of the Bible. There is an increasing awareness of this fact among thinking
Christians today.

Cleverness and Commonsense

Everybody has heard of absenf nded pr ofessors. But in fact
about. Quite a few of myignds are professors, and none of them is what | would call absent
minded. They are all men of very keen intellect.

Yet there is a certain element of truth underlying the legend of the ahseted professor.
Brilliant men are often lacking in plain common sense. Many an uneducated wife has said to a
husband with twenty Il etters after hi s name,
darling!o

So it behoves us to remember that in everyday matters, very learned men often do silly things.
And the Bble tells us that in religious matters also they often do silly things. The apostle Paul
was a man of tremendous intellect; this is very obvious to anyone who studies his writings. But
he had the humility to admit that cleverness can easily become more of a liability than an asset to
a wouldbe Christian.

The highest social class in Israel consisted of the highly educated religious leaders. Paul

belonged to that class. But he was no snob. He became ashamed of his own class, and left it to

become a Chrisdin, when he realised that this intellectual elite had crucified the Son of God.

So he warned his own ag&d our age, teoot to be overawed by the learning of the learned:

t

he

AiWhere is your wise man now, VY o-limtedmkhaithesmf | ear ni

to this passing age? God has made the wisdom of this world look foolish. As God in His wisdom
ordained, the world failed to find Him by its wisdom . . . Divine folly is wiser than the wisdom of

ma n, and divi ne we ak reegth.sMy brothers, rthink what tsdnt afrpeoptea n 6 s

you are, whom God has called. Few of you are men of wisdom, by any human standard; few are
powerful or highly born. Yet, to shame the wise, God has chosen what the world counts folly,
and to shame what is strong, God has chosen what the world counts weakness.

And so there is no placé& for human pride

Jesus said much the same, but more briefly:

iAt that moment Jesus exulted in thdofHolyy
heaven and earth, for hiding these things from the learned and wise, and revealing them to the
simple. Yes, Fathée&r, such was Thy choice. ®

In view of these warnings it should carry very little weight that the majority of Christian
scholars view the Bible as a mixture of truth and error. They do not form an overwhelming
majority, although they sometimes try to give that impression. Nevertheless they are a large
majority. But what of that? A large majority of the leading Biblical scholars in Israedviat
reject Christ.
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If we had lived in the first century and had chosen to follow the great bulk of scholars, we
should have joined the mob and shouted, ACruci
majority path today are in danger of making a s
modern counterpart of ACrucify Him!o

Why They Do It

It would be interesting to know why so many Biblical scholars take the line they do. There must
be many reasons. The desire to conform, the fear of seerdinglous, too much uncritical
respect for what Athe expertso say, an exagger a
wholeheartedly, a failure to appreciate the limitations of subjects outside their own sphere (such
as history and scienca)l these must play their part.

But there is a more important reason than any of these. So much depends upon the attitude a
scholar has towards the object of his studies.

Dr. Jane Goodall, while still in her twenties, came to know more about chimpanaeestfone
else in the world. Her brilliant re. search work is one of the great scientific success stories of the
1960s. She succeeded where others had failed because she adopted an entirely new attitude.

Previous research workers had brought chimpanzees into their laboratories and studied them
from every conceivable point of view. They taught them tricks and observed how they solved
puzzles. They studied the effect of drugs and surgical operations upon them. They killed them,
cut them up into little bitsand looked at the pieces under the microscope. And still they had a
poor understanding of chimpanzee behaviour, and quite a few wrong notions about them.

Then Dr. Goodall tried a different approach. She went into the heart of the African bush and
camped Out for several years among a colony of chimpanzees. After a while they accepted her
almost like one of themselves. For the first time a scientist was able to observe chimpanzees
behaving absolutely naturally. $dfdewwas abl e to ¢

She came home at last and published her findings. The title of her report is reviéigling:
Friends the Chimp%. Instead of standing detached from the objects of her studies, looking
down upon them with a superior air, she came down to their level. She met them on their own
terms. Hence her remarkable success.

Similarly, there were two very different ways of approaching Jesus of Nazareth. On one
occasion, what we should call a commission of enquiry came to watch Him at work. Its members
were eninent scholars, drawn from all over the courfrifhey studied Him critially for a
while, no doubt conscious of their own scholarship and full of confidence in their ability to judge
Him. Then they announced their deci®ion. fAWho i

The other way was the way of Mary of Bet hany

wo r & Where the committee of scholars had looked down on Him, she looked up at Him.
From their different viewpoints they beheld the same man. Butthedcar s saw a bl asp
the humble woman saw the Son of God.

There are the same two alternative ways of approaching the Bible. Some sahdlaos
many oftherd ook down at the Bible with a cool , det ach
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call it, just as the biologists who studied chimpanzees in cages thought their methods were the
height of good science. They dissect the Bible into little bits, and examine each bit under the
microscope of their specialist knowledge.

But there are other mejust as scholarly, as well as a whole host of ordinary folk, who look
up at the Bible instead of down at it. They follow the Jane Goodall technique, by studying the
Bi ble on its own ter ms. Because she was a frien
foremost chimpanzee scholar.

Similarly, the wisest Bible scholathose whose conclusions are most likely to be faghtthose
who can speak of fAmy friend, the Bible. o They f«
Jesus to hear Him. Theit down before the Bible to leafromit, not just to learrmboutit.

Think how different things might be if all scholars had possessed the spirit of Dr. Goodall and
of Mary of Bethany. It would have made them no less scholarly, no less scientific. But it would
have made them far more humble and far more balanced. It would have preserved their common
sense. And thus this stfralnsgeed Worcd edfi bGed i wewl o
come to undermine the fourtens of the Christian faith.
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16
When were the Books Written?

Just when were the sixgix books of the Bible written?
This is an absolutely crucial question. If the Bible is what it claims to be, itssktyooks
must have been written by the men named as their authors. The authors of a few books are not
stated, but the Bible tells us who wrote all the others. And they cannot have been written by
those men unless they were written in their lifetimes.
Well, were they or werenodot they written at the

The short answer is thaicholars differ in their opinions. About the books of the Old
Testament they differ very much indeed. About the books of the New Testament there is very
much less difference of opinion.

Let me warn you of a common fallacy. Some people seem to think that with all this difference
of opinion about the Old Testament, the situation is well nigh hopeless. How can the ordinary
Bible-believer ever hope to establish the genuineness of the Old Testament books, if even the
scholars do not really know the facts?

D o hworry. There is no need to look at it like that. Every time you receive a letter in an
unknown handwriting, do you say, iPer haps this
that a letter is genuine unless there is some reason to think othgrstise, in English law, a
man is deemed innocent until he is proved guilty.

It is not up to you to prove that each letter you receive is genuine, not even if a friend asks
you to do so. If he says that a certain letter is a forgery, it is up to hinove fra forgery.
Unl ess he provides convincing proof of this, y
genuineness.

The Biblebeliever is in a similar position. He has many good reasons for thinking that the
Old Testament is part of the Word of God. (Some of these reasons were given in Part One of this
book.) With evidence like that before him, there is no need for him to prove that each book was
written at the right time, by the right author. He is fully entitled to assume that they were.

Keep that fact always in mind as you go through this chapter. The B#liever is the man in

the position of strength. There is no need to &
were written by the men whose names they bear ?0
The only | egitimate question is this: ACan t hoc
werenotwr i tten by the men named as their authors?o

That is the question at issue. Now let us look for an answer.

The Attack on the Old Testament

The great scholarly attack on the Qldstament was mounted just over a hundred years ago. But
it did not spring into existence overnight. Many of the arguments used were first put forward in
the eighteenth century, or even earlier. It was only in the middle of the nineteenth century that
those arguments began to lead to a great popularmame
This movement was associated with a I|iterary
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was a perfectly legitimate form of study which had been in use for a long time. It was devoted to
studying thesources used by the authors of ancient bawitgust Biblical books but any ancient
books.

Unfortunately, in the days of the great attack on the Bible, higher criticism was used in a most
unbalanced way. Many higher critics chose to ignore what Jesus taught about the Bible, and to let
their imaginations run riot. Fierce controversies took place, with both sides sometimes expressing
themselves in a leghanChristian fashion.

These wordy battles had an unhappy ddgdeduel . Th
into two camps, and the split has continued right down to the present day. Those who continued
to regard the Bible as true were the smaller group. They reacted violently against the way their
opponents used the methods of higher criticism t
began to use the term Ahigher critico as i f it 1

At the time this was not far from the truth. Even today most higher critics reject the idea that
the whole Bible is e, and most Bibleelievers refuse to have anything to do with higher
criticism. There are a few scholars who use the methods of higher criticism in a sensible way and
remain staunchBible el i ever s. But for simplicityods sake |
the terms Ahigher criticdo and 66écritical schol a
argue that the Bible is, at best, only partly true.

Most of the heat has gone Out of the ®controver
are much more moderate than those of the last century. But the underlying problems are still
there, and so we must have a | ooskndahisbettdré cr i ti c
we begin by considering how their ideas first developed.

A very brief summary of the nineteerthe nt ury cri tical scholarsdé cas

(1) Moses coul cArchaevlbgistey had foend evidence that writing went back to
nearly 1000 B.C., but beyond that there was nothing. The idea of Moses writinig afdaws
hundreds of years earlier was clearly absurd. Therefore there must be anothetierplsorae
other person, or persons, must have written the Jewish law long after Moses was dead.

(2) Evidences of multiple authorshimany of the books of the Old Testament do not read
like the writings of one man. There is a fair amount of repetition, and sudden changes from one
style of writing to another. Therefore it can be inferred that lots of unknown authors wrote little
bits of the Old Testament boolkand unknown editors welded these bits together into complete
books. Eventually the Jewish public were persuaded thatdead men, like Moses, and David,
and Solomon and Isaiah, had written these recently compiled books.

(3) Historical errors. The Old Testament, it was thought, was riddled with historical errors.
Eyewitnesses would never have made these blunders. Therefore the Bible was not a book of
history written at the time things happened, but a collection of legends handed down by word of
mouth for generations, and put in writing long afterwards. The people and places mentioned
often did not exist, and when they did were often spelt wrongly or set in the wrong period of
history. Even the words used were words from the wrong pasdfisomene had tried to write
a fake Shakespeare play, but had foolishly included some modern American slang.

The Turn of the Tide
It would be an exaggeration to say that the new wave of critical theories about the Old Testament
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swept all before it. There were a gre@ny Biblebelieving scholars who remained unconvinced
by the new theories. Nevertheless the critical movement did have a tremendous success.

In one way this success was sHored, in another, longived. In its original form it was
shortlived because it had no sooner reached its peak, around the turn of the century, than some
of its foundations were shown to be false.

Archaeologists who had been looking for evidence of the dawn of civilisation made an
uncomfortable discovery: for many years they baén digging in the wrong place! They had
concentrated their efforts in the land we now call Irag, in the territory of ancient Assyria in the
valleys of the Tigris and Euphrates. This earlier work had convinced them that writing was
invented less than three thousand years ago.

Then they moved down the rivers to the coastal plain. They dug up a number of cities in the
area once called Babylonia, and made some startling discoveries. At Nippur, Ashur, Ur and Kish
they found thousands of clay tablets covevéith writing, far older than any written material
previously known. Many of them were dated at about the time of Moses; some of them went
back to far earlier periods, perhaps even as much as a thousand years before Moses was born.

Some of these ancient records consisted of codes of law drawn up by various kings. The
earliest law code known today is probably that of the Sumerian king, Ur Nammu. He lived about
four thousand years ago. A more famous law code was compiled by Hammurabi, sixth king of
the firstdynasty of Babylon, in about 1700 B.C.

Since Moses lived around 1300 B.C. it was clear that the early higher critics had made a
fundamental blunder. Writing in general, and writing books of laws in particular, was already a
very ancient art when Moses was born. So Moses certainly could have written the law that bears
his name.

Not only so, but large numbers of people would have been able to read what he wrote. The
earliest form of writing was fipicturf@evary i ti ngo,
word. The great breakthrough in human communicatioreyen more important than the
invention of printingwas the invention of the alphabet. And this occurred long before the time of
Moses.

Consequently writing was already in common use by quite ordinary people. Not only legal
documents by kings have been found in these ancient cities, but personal letters, records of
business deals, lists of stores held by merchants, and so forth.

There is a very interesting passage in the Revised StandartbrVéasBible translation
published in 1952) of the book of Judges. Italdm®s an event occurring about a hundred years
after the time of Moses:

iThen Gideon the son of Joash returned from th
a young man of Succoth and gtiesed him; anche wrote dowrfor him the officials and
elders of Succoth, severtye ve n® men. 0

When the Revised Version (another Bible translation) wadighdal in 1884 the translators
could not bring themselves to say that the yourgymrm A wr ot e 0. Their transl
fdescribedo the men in question (although they
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does really mean AfAwroteo). Evidently the schol
conceive of an ordinary prisoner of war in Gide
modern knowledge it seems altogether possible.

Who Compiled What?

There is no doubt that a great deal of compiling has occurred in the writing of the Bible. Authors
always have made a haloit quoting earlier authors. The Bible makes no secret of this. Moses
admitted that he used material from the book of The Wars of Jehavahtwo other authors

said they borrowed from the book of Jash®ther writers refer to at least eight more lost books
that they used as sources of informafidine question upon which scholars disagree is this: who
did the compiling?

When the nineteentbentury critics reached their premature aasion that Moses could not
write, they were led on a false traaturally, they said, the Law of Moses must have been
compiled in the days when men could write. So they produced a theory that it was produced
roughly halfway between the times of Moses and Christ.

They had no hope of establishing the actual identities of their supposed authors and
compilers. So they gave them fictitious labels. One imaginary gentleman was known as J,
because he always called God AJehovaho. Anot he
Hebrew wordElohim for God. Then there was D; he wiasgely responsible for the book of
Deuteronomy. P was a priest; you could tell the bits he wrote (or so they said) by his priestly
leanings.

There were quite a | ot of other members of th
were formed by splitting up men like D into D The First, D The Second, and so on. Another view
is that some of the JEDP family should be regarded as different traditions rather than as
individual men. But we need not concern ourselves with the finer points of the theorp,J, E,
and P always have been the Big Four; it will simplify matters if we concentrate on them.

After years of arguing about who wrote which bits, the critics finally reached something like
unanimity. They published an edition of the Bible which, if not intended to be the last word in
Biblical scholaship, was at least supposed to be somewhere near it. So that the reader could see
who was supposed to hatvieomws i weérae phiant ed 6isn c@meé
anot her, D6s i nina the ¢oloursdspmetamesdswitthed abaut. fronsverse to
verse, or even from Iine to |ine, the result | ot

The fact that they could issue such a book as this shows how vegpositient the early
higher critics were. It never seemed to occur to them that their work was highly speculative,
based on very slender evidence. Like fond parents they could see nothing wrong with their own
of fspring. ACritical schol arsodo t khwagcoocarhel ed t hem
they were some of the most uncritical people on earth.

If it were not for this, they might have had a fresh look at their subject when their mammoth
boob about Moses being Aunable to writeo was ex
their selfconfidence. By this time they were so sold on J, E, D, and P that they pressed on
regardless, refining their ideas of which of these mythical gentlemen wrote what.
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Meanwhile a considerable number of other men were looking at the Old Tastaom
another point of view. As Bibleelievers they failed to see how the JEDP school could possibly
be right, because that would mean that Jesus Christ had been wrong. Because of this their
opponents called them biased. Perhaps they were biased, but no more so than the higher critics
themselves. And they were certainly not ignoramuses. Many of them were scholars of
international renown.

These Biblebelieving scholars of seventy years ago published many books and papers
opposing the critical theories tfe day. Some of these are classics, still worthy of study foday.
They made four main points:

(1) That archaeologists were constantly making discoveries that revealed the unsoundness of
many of the criticsd assumptions.

(2) That other theories to explain the evidence of compilation in the Old Testament could be
produced; these fitted the facts just as well as the JEDP theories, and had the overwhelming
advantage of not conflicting with the views of Christ and His apostles.

( 3) That t h e s lsased uporc styl@ ana vogabutaeynnvere far from watertight,
especially in the light of our rapidly incréag knowledge of ancient languages.

(4) That Old Testament history was far more reliable than the critics had thought. Every year
new discoveries were coming to light that necessitated some rewriting of our history books. And
frequently, where the older versions of the hist
versions agreed that the Bible had been right after all.

This last point, the accacy of Bible history, is covered in Chapter 18. | shall deal briefly
with the other three points here.

Why Not Moses?

If JEDP ~ Co. did not compile the first five books of the Bible, who did?

The obvious answer is, Moses. There is no pro
known long before his time, there would have been plenty of existing writing for him to work
with.

God made some tremendously important promises to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, the ancestors
of Moses. 6 Accor diamNew Testanefiandnthe tJéwish Talmbidheset
promises implied a hope of resurrection and personal immortality fohAbralsaac and Jacob.

Since writing was in use in Abrahamés day, it s
have kept a record of these promises. Perhaps t
them, too.

One archaeologist has suggested that there may even have been some written records dating
back to the time of Ada(The queson of whether Adam was a real man, ahso, when he
lived, is discussed in Chapter 23.) This startling suggestion may sound highly improbable, but P.
J. Wiseman supplies a surprising amount of evid
without first reading his book.
Although they may not have gone back as far as Wiseman suggests, there were undoubtedly
many written documents available to Moses. If, as seems almost certain, he made use of these,
this could account for all the evidences of compilation in his five books.

For examples ome peopl e make a great song and dance
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contradictory records of creationodo in Genesis
There are two records, but they are not contradictory. They describe some of the same events, but
from two very different points of view.

As Wi seman pointed out, the midsasdseobtheseehee:
times in Genesis, and always at or near the end of the storyaofdsoo . It does not meal
are the chilltdrmenancsf,0 At hat was the story ofo.
acknowledging that the material he had just included in Genesis was taken from a written record
about seandso. The writing, by the way, would not have been on paper, but on a baked clay
tablet.

The first occurrence ef .Mt hes e nargeuet.h edegeen drna tC

Asamds 00 i s not a person but Athe heavens and t he
which gives a birdgye view of the whole of cation. Perhaps, if | may use the expression
reverent leyyeoa viGomddwsoul d describe it better.

The second creation story runs from Genesis 2, verse 5, to the end of the chapter. It forms the
first section of Athe generations of Adamo, whi
this second narrative is concerned with creatio
with the creation of the world, but only with the creation of Adam and his homeland, the Garden
of Eden.

T h e f evhosetcredltion is referred to in verse 5, is almost certainly the land of Eden. It is
a translation of the Hebrew woedletzwh i ch can mean fAeartho but i s m
i | a-asdn&retz Israelt he Land of I srael. This is why there
the second creation narrative.

We do not know why God chose to give these two separate, coenigry stories of
creation. We donot know when He revealed them,
that He did give themhat they were written down, and that Moses brought them together. In the
present state of our knowledge we can go no further than that.

And what about the evidence of compilation in the later books of Moses? Here again we
cannot go very far, but it is possible to make some reasonable guesses.

Writing in those days was a very laborious business. Moses was a very busy man, and he
would have needed some help. In those days great men dictated to professional valteds
il a ma n u e jus as Husiness malictate to their secretaries today. We can almost take it for
granted that Moses used secretaries, just as Paul did.

We do not know how much freedom Moses gave his secretaries. Paul evidently allowed his a
certain amount of liberty, because in one of his epistles this verse appears:

~

fil, Tertius, who wrote tthis epistle, salute yc

A German scholdt has shown that ancient Greek authors generally gave their secretaries a
fair amount of freedom. The author would dictate while the secratate on a wax tablet; this
allowed him to write very rapidly. Later, the secretary would copy his text on to papyrus (the
ancient equivalent of paper), perhaps tidying up the grammar as he went. Then the original
author would read hissecet ar yé6s handi wor k, and correct it hi
Finally he would add a farewell greeting in his own h&nd.
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Very tentatively, let us suppose that Moses used several secretaries. Suppose that he allowed
each one a certain freedom of style. Suppbs¢ Moses gathered all their writings together,
incorporated as much of the alreasiisting writings as he wanted to use, and then gave the
whole job a final editorial polish.

If this is what happened, it would account for all the little pecuiésithat the higher critics
have pointed out. Moreover, if God was supervising the whole operation and guiding all
concerned by His Spirit, the result would be the inspired, infallible book that Jesus and the
apostles believed it to be.

Guesswork, conjecturd,i d you say? Yes, of course itds
of the composition of an ancient book be thimyg else? The JEDP theories are only conjecture.
And it is very doubtful whet her the critics®o
conjecture.

In much the same way, any compiling that has occurred in the later books of the Old
Testament could be the work of the men named in the Bible as their authors.

Direct Evidence for Early Dates

As a research worker myself, | know what a téatipn it is to turn a blind eye to uncomfortable
facts. A scientist has said that thequent tragedy of science is a beautiful theory killed by an
ugly fact. Naturally, when it is my own beautiful theory that is in peril, | should not be human if |
didnét shy away from the menacing facts.

To an outside observer it rather looks as if many critical scholars are reacting like that.
Having committed themselves to late dates for the Old Testament books, they now find it very
hard to give due weight to thgidence for an early date.

Many of the place names in the early chapters of Genesis, for example, have never been
explained by the critical scholaf¥One verse says:

AAnNnd t he border of the Canaanite was from Zi

ast hou goest towards® Sodom and Gomorrah. o

Sodom and Gomorrah? According to the Bible they were wiped out in the days of Abraham.
No factual record of their continued existence occurs anywhere, in the Bible or out of it. How
come, then, that we have thiographical instruction based on the location of Sodom and
Gomorrah? This is almost overwhelming evidence that these words were written in or before the
time of Abraham, and incorporated in Genesis by Moses.

And this evidence is not alone. Genesis 14 is about Abraham. It contains a number of ancient
place names used nowhere else in the Bible. None of the readers would have known where those

pl aces wer e. I n the same way as a modern writer

Genesis 14 says:

Bl a (whi edrses*andBoar ) 0

Val e of Siddim (wrkei3ch is the Salt Sea)o

Emi shpat (whiverse7i s Kadesh) o

Hobah (which is on 4ensel5l eft
t h

Val e of Shaveh (wharseh7. i s

St 3Ot O Ot 3N

e Kingbdbs Dale)o
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Which is more likely: that Abraham, or someone of his day, wrote the original account using
the place names as they were then, and that
equivalents? Or that, as the critical theories imply, some scribe a thousand years rati@mAb
invented all those unknown names for no apparent reason?

The critical scholars reply to these arguments by pointing Out that the opposite condition
sometimes applies. That is, that some places are called in the Bible by names that were not used
at the time the book concerned was said to be written. This is a poor argument. It does not
weaken the force of the argument given above, and carries little weight on its own. How do we
know that the names used in the Bible were not in use at an early date®rda some
archaeologist may dig up evidence that they were! In any case, there is already archaeological
evidence that some cities in Old Testament times had two, three and even four different names,
all in use at one time.

Higher critics have always based a lot of arguments on the nature of words. For example,

some words entered the English | anguage suddenl

instance, were never used in English until 1940.

This is fine, but there are not very many worelgen in modern English, that can be dated so
accurately. Trying to do this sort of thing with a language three thousand years old is a very
chancy business.

Dr. R. D. Wilson was a Bibleeliever. He was also a Professor of Semitic Philology.
Phil ol ogy means fAthe science of | anguageo;
short, he was a leading expert in this field. He spent a vast amount gdrbimably as much as
almost any critical scholanalysing the vocabulary of the Old Testament. Higlifigs®
Aprovedo the ear | ymentajusteas clearly ras ctitibssehadQiked thd samd a
met hods to Aproveodo | ate dates for them.

What this really means, of course, is that neither party had really proved anytxogpt,

Semi

per haps, the power of prejudice over the human

to show the uselessness of basing any conclusions on this sort of argument.

Style

Up to a point you can tell a writer from his style. But only up to a point. | write scientifierpa

and | write Christian tracts. It would surprise me very much if any reader ever connected one of
my ursigned tracts with my scientific papers. Because | am writing in a different field, for a
different readership, | deliberately employ a different style.

Authors change their styles unconsciously, as well as consciously. Sometimes their style
changes as they grow older. The poems written by Wordsworth at the end of his life are in quite a
di fferent style from his eaerifavery diffpranestyle fromS o me
his other writings, perhaps because of changes in his Héalth.

Because of this, it is surprising to find anyone drawing definite conclusions from variations in
literary style. Yet this is just what higher critics tend to do. They say the Book of Deuteronomy

of

ficould noto have been written by the same autho
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BN

di fferent. Some of Paul 6s epistles Acould noto
because the style is thfent.

Recently the whole question of style has gained a new significance, because computers are
now used to analyse literary style. In fact it is all a lot of fuss about nothing, because the
computers are not doing a&hing new. They are merely being used to do a lot of tedious arith
metic. They count the average length of sentence in a book, thegevength of word, the
frequency with which certain words and phrases occur, and so on. Thus they enable a statistical
measure of theolanedhor 6s style to b

But painstaking men were doing this many years ago, long before computers were invented.
All that computers do is to make the process easier, and faster. In an article on the use of
computers to analyse authorsé6é styles, a famous ¢

ANo statistical anal ysi s ever proves anythin
necessary data, however, it can say which of the two alternatives is the more likely to be

1 <
correct. o

In other words, this sort of thirgannot establish facts. It can only estimate probabilities.
By drawing conclusions from arguments based on style, higher critics are not only
disregarding this warning. They are committing a much more serious error. This is their method:

First, they assume that the Bible is not verbally inspired. They have to assume this before they
can start. Nobody knows what the operation of t|
so if you want to base conclusions on an analysis of style you simply ufeisiut the possibility
of the Spirit affecting your results.

Ri ght You assume fAno inspirationo. You do yo
bet ween the Letter to the Galatians and the Let
didnét write them bot h. But the Bible says he di

This is merely arguing in a circle. Starting with an assumption, you end up by concluding
what you had first assumed. Any scientist doing that sort of thing would og himself
looking for another job.

Surely there is only one sane approach to the question of style in the Bible. Leave it alone. It
proves little in an ordinary book, and proves nothing at all in a book claiming to be inspired.
A Critic Takes a Tumble
In the early days, higher critics spoke with boundless confidence of their methods. Instead of
admitting that they were mixing a little evidence With a lot of guesswork and a sprinkling of
prejudice, they made claims like this:
fiHi gher clIrfi tiiscimmewtirtasle; it has®no bias; it is

Since those days most of them have mellowed a bit. But as recently as 1943 one of them
could still write about critical theories:
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ARnThese things are not I n d ostructions orttdénative ar e no
suggestions, but truths as assured as®anything

Over-confident assertions like these are astonishing, when you think of all the hard knocks
that various higher critics have had teke. The sad story of a professor who tried to win a
lawsuit by using the methods of higher criticism has been told by A. J. Pollock:

AA |iterary | ady in Canada, Mi ss Fl orence Dee
pl ayed in history, under the title of 060The Welk
the Canadian branch of the wkiiown publishing house of Macmillan in Toronto.

AA few months | ater appeared 6The Outline of
by Macmillan, but from thir London office.

AWhen Miss Deeks read the 6Outline of History
had introduced ideas and incidents, which also appeared in her book, and that many of the
phrases were common to both. She came to the conclusion that Mr Wells must have had
access to her manuscript and was guilty of gross plagiarism.

nSeeing that there was no proof that Mr  Wel | ¢
means of convincing a court of law that plagiarism had really happened mustdeedisl.

Why not try the methods employed by the Higher Critics? Why not get an expert of wide
experience on these lines? So Miss Deeks took her case to the Rev. W. A. Irwin, M.A., B.D.,
PH.D., at that time an associate professor of Ancient and Old Testament Languages and
Literature at Toronto University, afterwards Professor of Old Testament Languages and
Literature at Chicago University. The Professor in accepting the task said:

ol consented in considerabl e mehicBmyrsekdybecause
of ancient literature repeatedly doomts me, and | was interested to test out in modern

works the methods commonly applied to those of
inSo he diligently pursued his task, and at [
det ai |, proving, as he cl ai med, t hat Mr Wel | s

had made free use of it, and had been guilty of considerable plagiarism.

AfMi ss Deeks then brought action agaiimast Mr H.
Canadian court, claiming ~500,000, or about £100,000 damages.

AThis court di smi ssed the case. Mi ss Decks, n
Appeal, but with the same result. Miss Deeks then carried the case to the Judicial Committee

of the Privy Council, London, the highest legal tribunal in the British Empire. Again and

finally the case was given in favour of Mr H. G. Wells and the Macmillan publishers.

iAt these trials it was sworn on oathéd t hat M
hands of Mr H. G. Wells, that it had remained in secure custody in the safe of the Macmillan
Company in Toronto, that no copy of the manuscript in part or whole had been made, that in
short no leakage of information had taken place, and that Mr H. G. Wells did not even know
of the existence of the manuscript. The verdict of the House of Lords was unanimous in

dismissing the case.

i Wh a t mu st have been the feelings of the Rev.
heard one of the Canadian judges, Hom. Mr Justice Riddell, a weknown legal luminary,
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famous throughout Canada and the United States
epithets as the following, OFantastic Hypothes
significameaned, adAr gwoncl usions alike pueril eb.

position to arrive at O0assured resultsd when h
both of recent dates; whereas the critics deal with very ancient documents, genéttaiy wr
in dead languages. If Professor Irwin failed so lamentably in the case of what was
comparatively easy, what chance have the O0assu
of being anything else than 6sdé'lemn nonsenseb

A Last Look at the Old Testament Scene

Since World War I, critical scholars have generally been lesBdeam and more humble about
their field of study. One of the most eminent and most moderate of them, Professor H. H.
Rowley, has summed up te#uation like this:

AiWhen the Society for Old Testament Study was f
a broad agreement amongst the scholars of the world on a large number of questions concerning
this book. . . Today the whole scene is changed, and the student of the Old Testament is living in
a very different climate. We have passed through a generation of activity, and even of
excitement, in the study of the Bible that could not have been forddeen.of the conclusions

that seemed most suhave been challengeahd there is now a greater variety of view on many
guestions than has been known for a long time. It is therefore much more dangerous and
misleading today to speak of the consensus of scholarship on many questions than it was . . . In
contrast to the large measure of unity that prevailed a generation ago, there is today an almost
bewildering diversity of views on many questions . . . contrary tendencies have appeared in
various quarters leading to a greater fluidity in the field ashale than has been known for a

long time. In the field of Higher Criticism various tendencies have appearedt is here that

the greatest fluidity in the whole field of Old Testament Study is to be found today, thiough
camot be said that any agreed pattern is emerging from the welter of challenge to the older

v i e f@heidtalics are mine.)

Thus Professor Rowley was refreshingly frank and honest. He warned his readers that there
were bags of exciting ideas and gagtions floating around, bmot so many facts. The Bible
criticising scholars could not agree on muaxcept to disagree with the Bibtelieving
community. And they were not even so sure about that as they used to be, for the professor also
said:

Ailn general, it may be said that there has be
on many questions than were common at the opening of our period. These more conservative
views are not shared by all scholars, though they are widespread . .

Twenty years have passed since PrafedRowley made these frank admissions. But the
position today is still more or less the same. Old Testament higher critics still disagree vigorously
and accuse each other of bad scholarship. The following remark by A. Sperlfessérof
Hebrew at The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, is typical of the present situation:

Ailt is high time that Bible scholars . : : ap
prophets how Hebrew sentences should be formed and Hebrew words spelled, bublas hum
students of these ®reat masters of Hebrew. o
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Critical scholars of the Old Testament are evidently still groping in the dark. To use Professor
Rowl ey6s word, the situation is stil!l Afl uido,
Bible believer.

The New Testament

With the New Testament the situation is much simpler. These books belong to the first century
A.D. Historians know a great deal about this period. Here we have a great many more facts, and
there is far less scope for guesskvor

In the nineteenth century it was not so. In those days the oldest manuscripts available had been
written in the fourth century. The critics were able to speculate that at least some of the original
books could have been written after the supposed authors were dedésbléeday, they made
the most of their opportunity. All sorts of fancy theories about various New Testament books
were trotted out.

Today the situation is very different. A number of much more ancient manuscripts have come
to light, which have killed many of the nineteerg@ntury theories stone dead. Of course, boys
will be boys, and critics will be critics; nothing will stop the critical scholars from speculating
entirely, but today their speculations about the New Testament are mainly directed into other
channels. The dates of most of the New Testament books are now regarded as fairly well fixed.

For example, R. M. Grant is an eminent scholar of critical leanings. Yet he states as a fact that
Paul 6s First Epiwatsl evrtid ttemé  fihshsoias drudifieedn sbdbitd
A.D. 30. Corsequently, 1 Corinthians, with its very powerful testimony to the resurrection of
Jesu& was written within a third of a lifetime of the crucifixiomhile a large proportion of the
eyewi tnesses of Christés resurrection were stil!l

The change has been brought about largely by the discovery of several New Testament
manuscripts written in the second century. We need not bother with the reasons that have led
scholars to decide aie dates of these manuscripts. Archaeological dating is a highly technical
subject. I't involves studying the ink, the Apap
writing, and other features of the manuscript. In addition, modern physics enables radiocarbon
tests to be made on tiny portions of the manuscript, and these help to confirm the archaeological
studies.

It would be a waste of time to discuss this evidence, because there is nothing very controversial

about it. The evidence is so diéhat all scholars are agreed on the date of these manuscripts to
within a few years or so.

The first of the new manuscripts came to light in 1931. They are called the Chester Beatty
Papyri, after the man who acquired most of them. Three of them contain fifteen of the twenty
seven New Testament books. Unfortunately they are in a rather tatty condition, like most ancient
books. Many bits and pieces are missing. But there is more than enough material to date them
accurately. One of them was written aboudA200; the other two were written not long after.

This discovery was soon followed by news of an even older scaipti It was found in Egypt
and had lain in the John Rylands Library, Manchester, since 1920. But nobody realised what a
treasure it was until C. H. Roberts studied it, and announced his findings in 1935. It was only a
little scrap of papyrus, three and a half inches long by two and a quarter inches wide, with a few
verses of Johndés Gospel Owr i tt erneftofracompldteh si des.
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Gospel of John. And it was written before A.D. 150.

This was, and still is, the oldest piece of New Testament evesw#ireed. The John Rylands
Librarian, Dr. Guppy, went wild with excitement. He declared that it must have been written
Afiwhen the ink of the original autograph <can
his slight exaggeration.

Also in 1935 some scholars in the British Museum published details of a much larger papyrus
fragment. This was not a piece of tB&le, but a collection of early Christian writings. It

included a portion of a ALife of Christo, somet

written by a man who had access to copies of Matthew, Mark, Luke and John and used all four of
them in his own writings. It also was written before A.D. 150.

These finds are of tremendous importance. Books had to be copied laboriously by hand in those
days. They spread very slowly from land to land. During the first half of the second century men
were rading the Gospel of John in Egypt, and they were studying all four gospels in at least one
place. Consequently the originals simply must have been written before the end of the first
century; perhaps quite a long time before.

The evidence of these twentiatBntury manuscript discoveries is strongly supported by two
other lines of evidence: (1) ancient trimi®ns into other languages and (2) quotations from

har

early Christian Owriters. Much of this suppl em

nineteath century, but it was brushed under the carpet by those who did not want to see it.
Nowadays, however, it is recognised at its true worth.

Although we have no very early manuscripts of the New Testament in languages other than
Greek, we have evidence that very early translations did exist. In A.D. 180 the Christians in
North Africa were being persecuted. We possess the record of the trial of some Christians in the
town of Scillium. They admitted keepi nage some
was Latin it appears that the Latin New Testament was already widespread by A.D. 180.

We also possess many documents in Syriac, which refer to amdotucalled the
Diatessaron.They tell us that this was written in Syriac by a man called Tatian in about A.D.
170. It was a book in which all four gospels were woven together into one continuous narrative.
So it seems that Syriac translations of the gospels were in use well before A.D. 170.

A Christian leader in Rome called Clement wrote a letter tcCibienthian church in about

A. D. 96. I n it he referred to the |l etter t hat

them (our 1 Corinthians). He quoted from this and other New Testament books.
Two other Christian documents written just after A.D. 100 quote extensively from New

b

A

Testament books. They are called, AThe Epistle

Apost®l eso.

These lines of evidence point to an unmistakable conclusion. Most of our New Testament
booksmusthave been witien in the first cetury; the remaindecouldhave been.
In a book devoted to the New Testament manuscripts, amatiienally respected scholar,
Professor F. F. Bruce, sums up the situation like this:

iThe New Testament was complete, or substanti

of the writings being in existence twenty to forty years before this. In this country [Britain] a
majority of modern scholars fix the dates of the four Gospels as follows:

Matthew, about 8®0; Mark, about 65; Lukeabout 8685; John, about 9000. | should be
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inclined to date the first three Gospels rather earlier: Mark shortly after A.D. 60, Luke between
60 and 70, and Matthew shortly after 70....

AiBut even with the | ater dat es, the situation
view, for the first three Gospels were written at a time when many were alive who could
remember the things that Jesus said and did, and some at least would still be alive when the
fourth Gospel was written.

i The datteirteendbuling &pestles can be fixed partly by internal and partly by
external evidence. The day has gone by when the authenticity of these letters could be denied
wholesale. There are some writers today who would reject Ephesians; fewer would reject ~
Thessalonians; more would deny that the Pastoral Epistles (1 and 2 Timothy and Titus) came
in their present form from the hand of Paul. | accept them all as Pauline. The remaining eight
letters . .37[he goes on to imply that these eight are now acceptedally as actually written
by P&aul]l. o

But | will reserve the last word on this subject for another scholar whose opinions carried
weight throughout the world, the late Sir Frederic Kenyon, former Director of the British
Museum:

ifiThe New Testament books stand in a very stro
increased by recent discoveries and investigations. Short of the discovery -oéffittgty

manuscripts, their traditional firsentury dates are confirmed by as strong evidence as is
rea®nable t*% expect. o

Summing Up

So there, very briefly, are the facts.

There are two schools of thought about the Old Testament. The majority of scholars think it
was written at a relatively late date, by men other than the authors hamed in the Bible. A smaller
body of scholars, some of them eminent in their field, take the opposite view. They think that
there is reason to believe what the Old Testament tells us about its authors.

The evidence is nearly all of a vague and inconclusive character. Trieef@nareally solid
facts bearing on the question. The wisest verdict for anyone to give at the present time is, as we
say in Scotland, #ANot proveno.

In view of this we can well afford to give the Lord Jesus Christ the casting vote. He accepted
that the Old Testament was written by the men named as its authors. There is no reason why we
should not do the same.

With the New Testament there is much less uncertainty. The bulk of modern scholars agree
that most of it was written in the first century. Someakha few books were not written until the
second century, but the evidence for this view is not at all conclusive.

This means that most of the New Testament books were almost certainly written by the men
whose names appear on them. And there is no real reason to deny that the remaining books were
written by their stated authors, either.
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17
How did the Bible Come Down to Us?

Mentioning the Bible to some people is like waving a red rag at a bull.
AThe Bible!od snorted one seuBible? Vghg shouldeventake . i Wh o
any notice of a book like that?

iJust l ook at its history. Written so-long ago
copied until no one knows how much it has changed with time. Translated so often that you can

take your pick of a dozen English versiems$ | di fferent. And when youd
interpret it to mean al most anything you I|ike. o

Aln any case, 0 he said as an afterthought, fi h
Bi ble? Pick them out with a pin?o0

Although his language was not very courteous, this man was expressing some very real
problems. | have dealt with his first question
-authorshipin the previous chapter. That leaves the following problems:

(1) Copying.Our oldest manuscripts are, at best, only copies of the original writings. Much
more probably they are copies of copies, or maybe copies of copies of copies of copies. Some of
the more recent copies may have come down t hro
guarantee have we that our bestgi es are not full of copyistsoOo mi
believing that God inspired every word of the original writings, when we certainly cannot rely
upon every word of our existing copies?

(2) Selection.Our Bible contains sixtgix books, beginning at Genesis and going on to
Revelation. Why those sixtgix and no others? Who chose them, and when, and how? And the
Roman Catholic Bible contains some extra books; why are they not included in the Protestant
Bible?

(3) Translation. Most of us havea read the Bible in English and cannot understand the
Hebrew and Greek in which it was written. Millions of other people rely on translations into
Chinese, or Swedish, or Swabhili, or some other of the thous@shdanguages in which the Bible
is available. But books lose something when they areltrans e d . What was the poi
inspiring the words of the Bible, when those words have all had to be changed in translation?

(4) Interpretation. There is only one Bible. Yet there are dozens of differexttss all
interpreting the Bible to prove themselves right. What use is a book that is supposed to be
inspired of God, if it is worded so vaguely that men can make it mean what they like?

These are all perfectly reasonable questions. We must face them honestly and see how far we
can go towards solving them.

How Good were the Copyists?

Take first the Jews who copied the manuscripts of the Old Mesta There is only one word to
describe the quality of their work:
magnificent.

A group of Jewish officialxalled the Massoretes drew up a set of rules for copying out
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Bibles (that is, Old Testaments). Their work was in full swing by the sixth century A.D., but we
know that Jewish copyists were incredibly painstaking long before those days. It just happens
that we have details of the rules of the Massoretes.

Another service the Massoretes performed for us was to fix the pronunciation of the Old
Testament. Even in English there are some words whose meaning depends upon the

pronunciation. The word, LEAD, for ihsa n c e . This has one meaning 1in
another meaning in fAheavy as | eado. We decide
pronounce it fAledo or Al eedod, and that deci des t

There are many more pronunciation problems in Hebrew, because the language has hardly
any vowels. If there were a word, LEAD, in Hebrew it would just be spelt LD. So we should not
only have to decide between the two forms of @l
of Alido, Al adidl,Lbodda dal, sédl oadd, and

When Hebrew is your mother tongue this creates very few difficulties. The inhabitants of Tel
Aviv read their Hebrew newspapers without vowels quite happily. But the Massoretes left
nothing to chance. They added pronunciati on mar I
In 999 words out of a thousand their pronunciation marks are obviously right. In the
thousandth case, scholars sometimes wonder if the Massoretes got the pronunciation, and hence
the meaning of the word, wrong.

The Jews hadhaays recognised the importance of having one standard copy of the Old
Testament from which they worked. There are a number of references to this standard copy in
ancient Jewish booKsys well as in the Old Testamént.

In earlier days the Jews had kept their standard copy of the Scriptures in the temple in Jerusalem.

We have a standard weight in London called the Imperial Standard Pound. Until Britain began to

go metric it was the wultimate standard .against \
In much the same way, all the earlier copies of the Hebrew Bible were checked for accuracy

against the standard copy in Jerusalem.

That standard copy was carried in triumph to Rome when the Romans destroyed the temple in
A.D. 70. For the next five centuries the Jews were without a standard. Then, by comparing all the
copies available to them, the Massoretes were able to recreate a standard copy. They then drew
up their rules to ensure that the new standard was copied accurately.

Just one example from dke rules will illustrate their severity. The Massoretes drew up
tables, one for each book of the Bible, showing how many times each letter occurred. Such a
table would run like this:

This book containsoma ny al epmany Alst) hso( Bb6s)
-and so on, to the end of the alphabet.

When a scribe had finished copying Out a book, he had to count up the letters in it and
compare his scores with those in the table. If he was one out, on one letter, he was supposed to
scrap the whole book and start again.fthun nat ure being what it is, vy
if he always did!)

Scholars tell us that Hebrew manuscripts all over the world are extraordinarily similar, thanks
to these stringent rules of the Massoretes.
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This leaves unanswered one serious question. The Massoteted a standard copy, four
or five hundred years after the Romans took away the original standard. How do we know that
the new standard was anything like the old?

Until 1947 it was impossible to answer that question. The oldestketcrolls belonged to
about the tenth century A.D., and were therefore based on the standard Massoretic text. Apart
from a few fragments we had no gviassoretic manuscripts with which to compare them.

In 1947 the first of the Dead Sea Scrolls were found. These were manuscripts of Old
Testament books and other Jewish religious writings that were hidden away in caves just before
A.D. 70. The Roman legions were marching through the land, and the Jewish monks who owned
these books hid Bhéemnawdy tifeorwatrle dlrms, they 1
their property. Few Jews escaped being killed o
hiding places for nearly nineteen centuries.

To the Bible student the two most interesting scrolls are copies of the book of Isaiah. One,
known as 1Q Isaiah A, is complete; the other, 1Q Isaiah B, is incomplete. It appears that one of
these is a higher quality product than the other.

A chemist today would buy an expensive, accurate copy of the ImpenaastaPound (or,
more probably, of the Standard Kilogram); a grocer would buy a cheap copy, not very accurate,
but quite good enough for weighing potatoes. In the same way it seems clear that 1Q Isaiah B
was a highguality copy of the Standard Scroll, peged perhaps for some large, rich synagogue;
while 1Q Isaiah A was a less accurate copy, turned out by less skilled scribes for the use,
probably, of less important people.

According to a |l eading authority thédsigh and ot
scribes of the early Christian centuries copied and recopied the text of the Hebrew Bible with the

ut most *idelityo.
Even the less accurate scroll, 1Q Isaiah A, differs from the Metssoext in only a few small
particul ar s. 1Q I saiah B is fhas c¢close to the t

di ffevYenceo.
We obviously owe the painstaking Jewish scribes a great debt. They have bequeathed us a
Hebrew Bible that is very, very close indeed to the words that were first written.

The New Testament Copyists

One sad fact has to be faced. The Christian copyists were not in the same street as their Jewish
colleagues. If they had been we should have a superbly accurate text of the New Testament,
because there are two points in favour of the New Testament copies.

First, the New Testament manuscripts go back much closer to the originals than do the Old
Testament manuscripts. And secondly, there is a wider variety of New Testament manuscript
evidence to draw upon.

As it is, these two great adntages just about compensate for the relative inaccuracy of the
Christian scribes. For it was onlglativeinaccuracy. They were not at all bad copyists; they just
could not attain the fantastically high standards of the Jews.

The great age of the oldest New Testament manuscripts was discussed in the previous
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chapter. The other advantage, of great abundance of material, is equally important.

There are something like 5,000 separate manuscripts of the Greek New Testament in the
museums and libraries ofdlworld. Some are only fragments, but many are practically complete.
Also there are a great many early copies of the New Testament translated into other languages. In
addition to this, a very large part of the New Testament exists in the form of quotations in early
Christian writings.

A nineteentkcentury scholar, Dean Burgon, counted up all these early quotations that he could
find. He reported 19,370 quotations from the Gospels, 14,905 from the Epistles, |, 38~ from the
Acts of the Apostles and 644 fraime book of Revel atiohA presentday recount would reveal
much larger numbers.

You may wonder what use all these manuscripts are if none of them is accurate. The answer is
that by comparing them it is possible to sort out most of the errors, and recover a nearly accurate
text. This is very tedious work but it can be done. Fortunately for us, thousands of dedicated men
over the past four centuries have given the best years of their lives to this work.

There are two kinds of errors: deliberate ones, arcidental ones. The insertion of the
second sentence into 1 John 5; 7, is regarded as a deliberate corruption of the text. Some scribe
apparently thought he could i mprove Johnds writ
appears in the Authorised Version, was discovered a very long time ago. It is omitted from all
modern versions.

Accidental slips are often harder to locate, but there ar@i€uies for finding them. Names
are given to the different kinds of mistakes that can occur. Most & thiee almost impossible
for the ordinary man to remember. One common f o
the Greek for fAisame endingo). If the same word
line 4, it is very easy for the copyist to jump from the end of line 3 to the beginning of line 5. If
he does, then that is a homoeoteleuton. Fortunately, it is usually easier to spot where a
homoeoteleuton has occurred than to remember what it is called.

Another form of error, also easy to detduas an unforgettable name: dittography. No prizes
are offered for guessing that it means accidentally writing the same word twice.

It soon becomes clear to the scholar working in this field that there are good manuscripts and
bad manuscripts. He is able to divide them up into families, and say fairly confidently, for
example, that marsgripts X, Y and Z are all copies of the same earlier manuscript. Gradually he
ends up with a text which he knows to be more than 99 per cent perfect. That is to say, he i
practically certain of the complete accuracy of most of it.

Just occasionally there is a word or a phrase about which he cannot be sure. If he is a Bible
translator he will probably indicate hisaertainty in a footnote. For example, Mark 1: 34 tells us
that Jesus fAsuffered not the devils to speak be
1885 translates these words in exactly the same way as the Authorised Version. But it tells us in
a footnote that after th¢g maamwtscwarpd,s]f mamdy Oamc ibe

This is fairly typical of the uncertainties that exist in the text of our Greek New Testament. They
are generally few and far between. They are generally small. And they generally have little effect
on the meaing of the passages in question.
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How do these small uncertainties affect the question of inspiration? We must consider that
later. But first | want to look at another question.

Drawing the Line

At some time or another somebedlya number of somebodiesust havadrawn a line. On one

side of that line they placed the sidix books that make up our Bible. On the other side of the

l'ine they Il eft all the other books in the worl d
Scriptureo, bec dashsored famafar@a measuiing rula or ancappdoved list.

iTake t hseisxe bsoioxktsy, and these alone, 0 they must
inspired Word of God. All the other books ever written, or likely to be written, are in a different
classal t oget her. All other books are just the writ

We need to know how this tremendous decision came to be made. Otherwise we shall not
know whether to trust the decisiomakers. We need good reasons before we can feel sure that
the line was drawn in exactly the right place. What, then, are the facts?

As with so many other questions about the Bible, the first fact is this: the scholars disagree.
There are two main schools of thought.

The first school matngaioweddhat i khet Babl € amp u:
Topsy. The majority of modern scholars belong to the Topsy school. Put very briefly, their
theory runs like this:

For thousands of years men have been churning out religious books by the cartload. Some of
these have been written from scratch, others by tinkering with older books that looked as if they
could do with a rewrite. Gradually men began to realise that some of these books were of
outstanding merit, just as me neatesebgglish tteraBulea k e s p e a-
ever written.

At first the Jews were not unanimous in their choice of the very best religious books. They
argued for years and years before making their final choice. By the time of Christ they were
almost agreed on which books constituted the Word of God. But some haggling still went on
over a few books.

The matter was finally settled in about A.D. 90 by the Jewish religious council, known as the
Sanhedrin. This held a great many debates on religious matters during the tgeak<af70. Its
meetings during this period are often called the Council of Jamnia, after the town near Jaffa in
Israel where they were held.

It is possible that the rabbis did not make any formal proclamation of their findings until later.
But from that time onwards the Jews never seriously questioned the canon of Scripture. Their
Bible remained exactly the same as our Old Testament.

Meanwhile, the early Christian Church was busy building up its own collection of sacred
books. Some of these came to beagnised as outstanding, and Christians began to add these to
their Jewish Old Testament, which they already accepted as the Word of God. But it took a long
time before the early Church finally made up its mind about the canon of the New Testament.
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The last word was not spoken until A.D. 393 at another committee meeting, the Synod of
Hippo. And even then it was thought necessary for another meeting in A.D. 397, the Third Synod
of Carthage, to confirm the ruling. From then o~ the New Testament has beernfithe form
in which we have it today.

Put like that, the situation does not look too good. But there are two sides to every story.
Another group of scholars takes a veryatiént line.

They say that the Topsy theory simply does not fit the facts. The Bible is altogether too
remarkable a book, and too much of a united whole, to have emerged in this haphazard fashion.
They consider that the following theory fits the facts much better:

When a man had been used by God to write an inspired book heawadiden aware of that
fact. His immediate associates would probably be guided by God to recognise that this was
indeed an inspired book. Thus the line would have been drawn immediately each inspired book
was Written. The canon of Scripture would have been built up, book by book, as time went by. It
grew, but it did nojustgrow. It grew under the guiding hand of God.

If this is what happened, why were there ever any arguments about it? This can be explained
quite simply. Some of the objectors might navé been aware of the true facts, just as Thomas
argued about Christds resurrectionsell’Otbeasuse he h
would have been men of the kind you sometimes meet on committees today, men who love to
overturn a decision already made.

How can we choose between these two theories?

It is no use simply plumping for the majority view. As this book has shown repeatedly, in
matters affecting human emotions, and pattrly in religious questions, majority opinions are
very oftenwrong. We need to look carefully at the facts behind the theories before coming to a
decision.

But before we do so, let me utter a word of caution. This is a subject where preinkceand

your s, and -plays a parh lEwedisntiss theaidea ab anything miraculous happening,

if we reject the Bi bl égfthsisour @ailook we shallbbeehopelessiyp al | y i
prejudiced against the second theory. We shall cling to the Topsy theory like drowning men to a

life raft, because wkave left ourselves no alternative.

But as | shall show in Chapter 21, it is more scientific to accept the possibility of miracles
than to reject it. And we have already seen in Chapters 14 to 16 that there is good reason to
believe in the verbal inspiration of the Bible. So there is nothing impossible about the idea of
Godbés Spirit supervising the process of <collecti
Now | etds take a closer | ook at the historical

The Old Testament Canon

History-that is ordinary historynot the historical records inside the Bible itssdh tell us
practically nothing about the very early days of the Old Testament books. The Scriptures of the
Jews were copleted by the fifth century B.C. They were already ancient literature before they
came to the notice of the outside world.

In the three centuries before Christ there were many Geekking Jews living outside the
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land of Israel, especially in Egypt. During the third and second centuries B.C. they gradually
produced for theselves dranslation of the Bible into Greek. This has come to be known as the
AfSeptuaginto (or LXX, for short) becaus-e of a r
two men in seventjwo days.(Septuaginta s t he Latin word for fAseventy

It is not an ideal translation, because its accuracy varies from place to place. But for want of
anything better the early Greskeaking Christians quickly adopted it as their own. We owe its
preservation to these Christians rather than its original proprietordewse

During the period 300 B.C. to A.D. 100 a large number of Jewish religious books was written.
None of these was accepted as Scripture by the Jews of Jerusalem, but the Jews of Alexandria
translated a few of them into Greek and tacked them on to their Septuagint. This small collection
of | ater books is called the AApocryphao. Per ha
those days a large book like the Bible would be in the form of a whole series of separate rolls
kept in one place. Books mori&d ours, made from flat sheets stitched together, were not
invented wuntil after the time of Christ. (Thi s
Septuagint appeared in this form the books of the Apocrypha were bound among the Old
Testament books.
Why this happened remains a mystery. Some scholars think that thespesddng Jews
accepted these newer books as inspired, but this has never been proved. If they did hold such a
view it was certainly a highly unorthodox opinion.

The Jews in generadnd the Jews of Jerusalem in particular, had long regarded the canon of
Scripture as closed. We know this from the writings of two famous Jews, Philo and Josephus,
who lived in the first century A.D. What they wrote about the canon was worded in rather vague
terms, so we cannot prove conclusively that they dedethe usual thirtpine Old Testament
books.

But one thing is quite certain. They both believed very firmly that the canon of Scripture was
complete, and had been so for a long time. They dicexpress this as a personal view, but as
the orthodox Jewish belief.

It therefore seems unlikely that the Gresgleaking Jews of Alendria (of whom Philo was
one) regarded the Apocrypha as Godés Word. Thei
with the Old Testament books probably has another explanation. | once possessed an English
Bible which included the Book of Common Prayer. But this was bound in with the Bible just for
convenience. Nobody ever regarded the Prayer Book as inspired. The Alenaledvs proably
regarded the Apocrypha as useful books to keep along with the Bible, and nothing more.

It is practically certain that the early church did not regard the Apocrypha as a part of the
Bible. The writers of the New Testament quote the Old TestaaseBicripturemore than 200
times. That is to say, they introduce each of theseoc2dod quot ati ons by, ATht
Scriptureo, or , AAs it is writteno, or some s
Apocrypha in this fashion. This stroggimplies that the Bible Jesus used contained the same
thirty-nine books as our Old Testament.

The only difference (apart from | anguage) betyv
the order of the books. They both start with Genesis, but our Old Testament ends with Malachi
while the Jewish one ends with 2 Chronicles. So

refer to all the martyrs of the Old Testament, He said:
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AiThe bl ood of all t he pr op tiombfghe wosdhnag e was s he
required of this generation; from the blood of

Abel was the first martyr mentioned in the Jewish Old Testament (Genesis 4), and Zachariah
was the last (2 Chronicles 24)here are lots of martyrs mentioned in the Apocrypha as coming
after Zachariah, but Christ disregarded all these.

In the light of this evidence it seems highly probably that the canon of the Old Testament was
fixed long before the time of Christ. As numerous scholars have pointed Out, the Gewrsdil
of Jamnia did not try to decide a new question, but merely to preventsetdad question from
being reopenéd

Nevertheless the question was reopemgidnot by the Jews. The early Christian Church used
the Greek version of the Old Testament, and, as we have seen, this had the books of the
Apocrypha bound up with it. This caused some Christians to think that perhaps the Apocrypha
was part of the inspired Bible. Others strongly disagreed.

The question was debated for many centuries. It wakedgdor Roman Catholics in 1546,
when the Council of Trent declared the Apocrypha to be fully inspired. The Protestant churches
never accefed this view, but have always kept to the original Jewish decision about the canon of
the Old Testament.

The Roman Churchés attempt to introduce the Aj
1546 went against the facts of history. It also went against the teaching of the New Testament.
Paul said:

iWhat advantage then hath t he Oracesvd God [the . They
Old Testament]. o

Thus it was the responsibility of the Jews, said Paul, to look after the Old Testament. Neither
the Roman Catholic Church nor anybody else, has any right to overrule the Jewish decision about
the Old Testament canon.

The New Testament Canon

Unlike the Old Testament, the books of the New Testament were mentioned by outside writers
lots of themwhile the New Testaent was still young. Because of this we know that at least
twenty out of its twentseven books wereceepted as Scripture by practically the whole Church

at an early dat® Just how early we cannot be sure, but it was probably by A.D. 150, and could
have been considerably earlfér.

The remaining seven books are Hebrews, Revelation, Ja8rReser,2 and 3 John, and Jude.
The first two of these are substantial books, but the other five are all brief. Consequently all
seven books together make up only about one eighth of the entire New Testament.

It was only this small fraction of the New Testament thas ever seriously disputed. The
historical record of these disputes, and their final silencing at the Synod of Hippo in A.D. 393, is
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not complete. Some of the books were rejected by some of the churches for some of the time.
That is about as good a summary of the story as is available today.

There are at least three reasons why wise historians are cautious about this subject:

(1) New facts crop up from time to time which throw a new light on the situation. For
example, Professor Ridderbos pointed out 98 that new evidence about the Epistle to the
Hebrews had just been discovered.12 It was now known that this book was accepted as Scripture
in Rome as early as A.D. 150. Previously all that was known was that Hebrews was still not
accepted in Rome at a much | ater date. Why t hi s
finally Aind again, i's not known. But this stor
this case is anything to go by, other books among the disputed seven could have beed iaccept
the very early days, and then rejected by some men at a later date.

(2) The Church in those days was not a closely knit community. Individual churches were
separated by great distances, and in times of war and persecution communications were very
poor. What was going on in one place may have been quite unrepresentative laadimgisif
assumed to apply to the Church over a wide area.

(3) It is the Church leaders that have left their mark on history, not thearatie
Christians. We may know lat some of the early bishops thought about the disputed books. But
we have no means of telling what the lesser brethren thought. And where there is a difference of
opinion within a church, it is not always the leaders who are right. Whose opinions, for instance,
are right in Russia today? Those of the few skatbwn church leaders who have come to terms
with the state? Or the unknown thousands who suffer in prison and concentration camp for the
sake of an uncompromising faith? God knows.

Evidently the Topy theoryt hat t he canon of-isBotboingautlbytke fij ust ¢
facts of history. Neither is the alternative theory. The historical evidence is incomplete and
incorclusive. Either theory could be true, so far as the historical evidence goes.

This gives us a clear field, then, to look at the internal evidence. Let the Bible speak for itself,
and tell its own tale of the formation of the canon.

The Biblebébs Own Evidence

Throughout the Bible, from Moses the first author to John the last, wepeatedly told how
the canon was formed. Dr. Bullinger has compiled a chain of tvidysuch passages running
through the Old Testament from Exodus to Mald2hind his list is far from exhaustive. Some,
but by no means all, of the passages quoted below are taken from his collection.

The story begins in the book of Exodus. Moses went up into Mount Sinai. He talked with the
Lord, and finally:

iMoses wrote all/l the words of the Lord.
read in the audiencdo t he peopl e. 0
There was no doubt about this being the beginning of the canon. No other man had ever had
an experience like this. No book like this had ever been written before. Moses had a conversation
with God, and then wrote a permanent record of it. In a very direct sense, this beginning of
Scripture was the Word of God.
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By and by Moses added to his book:

ARnThese are the journeys of the children of |
according to their journeys by the commaraaht of the Lod .*°0

He knew that his own writings were on a special plane. They were unlike any other writings.
They were Godoés caquentlyano thanmemudt souch t8emnn Mothing must be
added, nothing taken away:

nYe shall not add unto the word which I C O mim
from it, that ye may keepthe commamd nt s of the Lord youf® God whi c

This law of God that Moses was writing was very precious. It would have to be kept very,
very carefully. So a group of custadis were appointed:

Aiwhen he (your future king) sitteth upon t
copy of this law in a book, outofh at whi ch is befofe the pries
ifAnd Moses wr ddiveredtithiitosthe prizzsts the sods of Lexijch bare the

ark of the covenant of the Lord. o

AAnd it came to pass, when Moses had made an
book until they were finished, that Moses commanded the Levites, which bare the ark of the

covenant othe Lord, sayingp Take t his book of the |l aw) and pu
covenanof t he Lord your God, that it may be there

So the collection of holy writings began. Moses wrote the first portions, and handed them
over to the priests. They placed them reverently beside the ark of the covenant; that is, in the
Most Holy Place of the tabernacle, where the Spirit of God was known to dwell. Copies would
be made from these, by future kings and others. But thoelisskept in the tabernacle would
always have the pride of place. The books admitted to that collection would form the canon of
the Word of God.

But Moses was an old man. Soon he would die. Who, then, would carry on this work of giving

Godbés Word to His peopl e? Mos-6x waldapponianed t hat

successor:
AfiAnd the Lord said unto me ... 61  wi ll rai se t
unto thee. And I will put My words in his mouth, and he shall speak unto thémaial shall
command®him. 80

The New Testament tells us that this promise was ultimatefiflddl by the coming of
Jesug!But there was also an immediate fulfilment. The next prophet after Moses, his immediate
successor, was Joshua. This was very fitting, since Jesus and Joshua are the same name, one
written in Greek and the other written in Hebrew.

As might be expected, Joshua added to the canon of Scripture. After the five books written by
Mo s es, the next book beahasaptiesho&dds haamdbooknd e
Joshua wrote these word#® in the book of the | aw

These words do not expressly say that he gave his book to the priests, to add to the collection
in the Most Holy Pl ace. But they clearly imply |
of Godo. This must surely mean that hdtke book wa
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canon of Scripture.
A little later another prophet added to the sacred collection:

iThen Samuel ... wridthe oiktdl)amdai boak CEHEébrewf he

(To Alay a thing up before the Lordod meant,
tabernacle.)
Several centuries later a new king of the Jews was crowned:

AnThey (the priests) brought out tdawhiki ngds sc
the testimonyand made “him king. o

Wh a t was this Atestimonyo they gave the new |
probably the official standard copy, from which he was commanded to write out a copy for
himself (see the passage [note 17] quoted on p.161.)

Prophet by prophet, book by book, the official collection grew. By the time of Jeremiah the
earlier prophet Micah had been dead for a hundred years. But his written word had been

i mmortalised in the sacred canon: Mi cahdés book
Lor®. o

A hundred years | ater still, and Jeremiahdos ov
the | ast of the prophets was quoting Jeremiah a:

A IDaniel, understood by books (Hebrefivt b ® o k s 0 ,ablypmmeangi the inspired
books) the number of the years, whereof the Word of the Lord came to Jeremiah the
propfiet . o

Not very long after this, Malachi gave his book to the priestly custodians and the Hebrew
Word of God was compl et e. The day |l ong foretol
down over the prophetso.

But night does not last for ever. As Malachi finished off the Old Testament canon, in the last
half dozen verses of this lasb o k , he promi sed that one day anot
prophet of God would walk the earth ag&in.

The New Testament Speaks for Itself

Four centuries passed by, four centuries of s
appeared. Al am Hecriedi ght of the worl do,

He chose twelve men to be His intimate companions for three years. He taught them all He
could, and after three years He went away. But as He saidlyeow them, He gave them work
to do. They were to be His witnesses te hole world. And He would fill them with the Spirit,
so that their witness would be a faithful cfie.

The magnitude of their task must have frightened them. Witnesses to the whole world! How
could eleven men witness to the world?

Years went by before they realised the answer. Only through the written word. That could be
copied and multiplied, and carried to every corner of the earth. Slowly the implications must
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have dawned upon them. After four hundred years God was going to reopen the canon of
Scriptue. There was going to be a New Testament, to follow the Old. God was going to inspire
them to write it.

And write it they did, they and a few of their companions. They were evidently well aware
that what they wrote was the inspired Word of God.

For one thing, they referred to each otherodés w
-a word that otherwise they used only as a name for the OldmestaPaul quoted from the
Gospel of Luke, bracketing it with the Old Testament book of Deuteronomy, under the
introducSicon pt G Ane Retei wrdtedof foolish men who mishandled both
Paul 6s epistles a%Ad fithe other Scriptureso.

On one occasion Paul decl ared that the book h
anyone <c¢laims to be inspired or a prophet, | et
aut hdrity. o

Look closely at that verse. It is interesting for another reason. It implies that there were some
members of the early church who were endowed with a miraculous poleyr.were able to
recognisea new portion of Scripture when they saw it.

There are several other references in the New Testament to this important power. It was
obviously needed. How would banks get on unless they had men who could tell a forged
banknote from the genuine article?

Ailn each of wus the Spirit is manifested in on
man, through the Spirit, has the gift of wise speech, while another, by the power of the same
Spirit, can put the deepest knowledge into words. Another, by the Sairie is granted
faith; another, by the one Spirit, gifts of healing, and another miraculous powers; another has
the gift of prophesy, andanotrerb i | i ty to disting¥ish true spiri

That ability to distinguish true spirits from faldeat is, to distiguish men truly inspired by
the Spirit of God from impostonsiust have been in very frequent use. Paul refers to some men
who were even sending out forged letters in his n&rBeme men were preteing to speak
inspired words and calingph e ms el ves apostles; ¥ohn bluntly cal

With deceivers like this among them the churches were in danger. Both Paul and John urged
them to be on their guard. The menpanwered to recognise true prophets, and truly inspired
books, were to keep busy:

AiDo not stifle inspirati camespubridgthemalltodghe despi s
t es't . o
AiBut do not trust an ytestahedpiriesio see whetsepthey are | my f 1
from God, for among those who have gone atd the worldthere are many prophets falsely
inspifred. o

Without these special people in the early Church, we should have no New Testament today.
Unless they had been able to recognise true prophets, and true books of Scripture, the canon
would never have been compiled. There would just have been a vast mountain of early Christian
literature, and nobody would know which was Scripture and which was not.
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In Chapter 10 we saw that there is a remarkable degree of harmony between all the books of
the Bible.There are threads that run right through, telling one long consecutive story, as if one
Mastermind behind the individual writers had planned it that way.

We now have another example of this. To build
canon came into existence we have had to bring together tfeemtylifferent passages, like
pearls on a thread. They come from nineteen separate books, by eleven different writers. And
they all tell one clear, harmonious tale.

More than that. They also present ushwatremarkable, and arpected, parallel between the
two Testaments.

In the Old Testament the writers of Scripture were the prophets.
Its guardians, however, were the priests. A book was admitted to the canon of Scripture as soon
as it had been (1) written by the prophet, and (2) handed over to, and accepted by, the priests.

In the early Church the situation was exactly parallel. The writers of Scripture were the
apostles and their immediate associates. It was safeguarded by those men who, by the power of

Goddbés Spirit, could detect an inspired book and
book was admitted to the New Testament canon as soon as it had been (1) written by the apostle,
or his associate, af@dhanded over to, and accepted by, the i

The Bibleds own expl anat ionbesasystergthat indoubtedly 1 t mak
would have worked. There are no definite facts of history that conflict with it. And there is no
alterndive explanation that fits all the facts.

What more could you want of an explanation than that?

Verbal Inspiration and Verbal Changes

Suppose that, for the moment tantofils®agmtGod we acce
inspired it so that every word was as He wanted it to be. He overruled the men who collected the
Biblical books together, so that all the inspired writings were included and the rest left out.

Then what? He left it to a great crowd of uninspired men to spoil everything, by copying it
inaccurately and translating it inaccat el y. We certainly dondt have
why should God have bothered to inspire the words in the first place? And if there was no point
in His inspiring the original words, perhaps He never did anything of the kind...

Or so the argument runs.
Funnily enough, there is a rather similar problem to this in engineering. Let me try and
explain it. It might help you to see the Biblical problem in a new light.
Have you ever wondered why it takes so many years to design and build a new type of
aircraft? There are several reasons. One is that so many mathematical calculations must be done.
A new aircraft means years of work for a whole team of mathematicians. The shape of every part
of the wings must be just right, so that the ail
The exact thickness of each of thousands of metal parts must be worked out. These must be thick
enough not to break when the aircraft hits a bumpy patch, but not too thick, or they will be so
heavy that the aircraft Winever take off.

Mat hematics is called an exact scienc
exactly right. Twice two is not Aabou
after the decimal point as you like to add.

e. A mat her
t four 0; it
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But engineering is not an exact science. Cut yourself out a square of car@ioahds by2
inches, and ask an obliging engineer to tell you its area. He will take it to a laboratory, make
some very careful measurements, and then come back with an akewhisti

ifiBet ween 3.98 and 4.02 square inches. 0

Why not four? Because you were not able to make the sides of your cardboard exactly two
inches long, or its corners exactly square. Your engineer friend was not able to measure the
cardboard exacthpnly as accurately as his instruments would allow. And in any case, the size of
the cardboard keeps changing a little with the weather.

Now back to our aircraft. The mathematician starts to work out the forces exerted by the air
on the metal surfaces of the windgut he does not concern himself with real air. Real air is
frightfully complex stuff. It has dust particles in it. Sometimes there ar@n@is, hailstones,
snhowflakesand occasionally birds. The mathematician would go pale with fright if you asked
him to calculate the exact result of flying through a flock of seagulls.

So our mat hemati ci an makes what are known as 6

real air, and bases his calculations ol fimat hem
stuff, with clearly defined characteristics. The wings whose size and shape he calculates are not

made of r eal met al |, but of mat hemati ci anbdés met a
i maginary plane carries no real people, just a

size and shape.

When he has finished his calculations he hands the results to an engineer, who is delighted to
have them. The engineer is not worried about all the assumptions the mathematician has made.
He knows thathey cause errors in the final answers, but that those errors will betemathall
for him to bother about.

But it woul d bother him very much if anythin
mathematics. He is absolutely dependent on the mathematics itself being exactly right. If
mathematics ceased to be an exact science the engineer could rely on nothing: the answers turned
out by the mathematician could be so far wrong as to be utterly worthless, in that case.

So it is with the Bible. We can toleratige few little uncertainties that have crept in through
inaccurate copying and doubts about translation. But we could not tolerate the hopeless
uncertainty of not knowing that behind our English Bible there was once an original that, like
mat hematics, was al ways fexactly righto.

Luke 24: 42 supplies an illustration. It describes how Jesus ate some food with His disciples,
after He was raised from the dead. We donot kno
He ate fish; some say fish and honeycomb.

It is a pity that we do not know for sure about the honeycomb. It would be interesting to know
if He ate it or not. But it is not terribly importarthe vital fact is that He did eat somethidj.

the manuscripts agree on this. It is wvital, bec
thingso. Before the resurrected Jesus appeared
empty plate.

But if you once deny that the words of the original were inspired, you open the floodgates to a
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wholetore nt of uncertainties: i P @eriaes phe disdigles ju ver r eeé
made the whole thingyper haps Jesus never rose from the dea
until the whole Bible had crumbled away in your shaky hands.

It is the same with the occasional problems of translation. They only introduce small
uncertainties, that have no real effect on the |

Take the important Greek wordliatheke; which occurs thirtsthree times in our New
Testament. Nobody can be surevhio translate it. Ordinary Greeks generally used it to mean a
itestament 0 -gpae awkiilnlg) .J eGuseedkf t en used it to mea
especially when they spoke of Gododés covenant wi:t

So in our New Testamentdiathekei s someti mes transl ated ficov
itestamento. I n some places the transl ators adm
and the other in a footnote.

We have lost something by not being able to translate this Gresk by an exact English
equivalent. But we have not lost much. Both wills and conttaestsments and covenafatse
solemn legal documents. They are among the most solemn kinds of promise that men can make.
The use ofdiatheke~s hows t hat Goddés promise of eternal I i
Him, is as firm, as usreakable, as any promise could be.

But if we did not know that the words of the original were inspired, we could not be sure that
God had used this strong wodlj a t We ghoufdl hee no way of knowing that the promise of
eternal life is as emphatic as words can make it.

Clearly, the uncertainties arising from faulty copying and doubtful translation matter a little.
But only a little. We can be quite confident that our English Bible is not very different from the
originals that God inspired. So we can be very thankful that those inspired originals contained
the actual words that God intended.

Thankful, because this means that our English Bibles are an extremely good approximation to
the Word of God itself.

Interpretation

Is it really true that you can interpret the Bible to mean anything you like? And if so, is God to
blame for having inspired a lot of ambiguous words?
There are two ways to look at this question.
There is a saying, based on a story in the Gospels, that the devil can quote Scripture to serve
his own ends. This is perfectly true. But whose fault isthate devi | 6s, or Scriptur

If some men want to play devil, and misuse Scripture to further their own endggttkimem.
They have nothing to lose byeakcept their hope of eternal life! But there is no reason for the
rest of us to use their bad behaviour as a stick to beat the Bible with. We must put the blame
where it belongs.

In the Middle Ages some men used Scripture to justify torturing what they called heretics, and
burning them at the stake. As recently as the last century some men used Scripture to justify the
slave trade. The arguments they used were quite absurd. It is hard to believe that any tintelligen
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person could be taken in by them. Yet millions of people were deceived by them at the time.
Why?

Partly because they wanted to be, and partly because they did not know their Bibles. The case
for slavery was based on the verses:

fiCur sed be Canaan; a se
S

ant of servants shae
enl arge Japheth, and he 1

rv

h a dwell i the ten
Now Canaan was the son of Ham. And Ham, said the wealthy slave traders, was the father of

the blck races while Japheth was the father of the white races. Therefore God intends the white

races to enslave the black.

What rubbish! There is not a word in the Bible to suggest that all the black people are
descended from Ham and the whites fromhédip. This is just a human fairy tale. In any case,
the curse was not on Ham, but on his son, Canaan.

And the Bible tells us how the curse was fulfilled. The descendants of Canaan were the
original inhabitants of the land of Israel, which was then calledathé of Canaan. They were
not blacks ki nned, or anywher e near it After | sr ae
Canaanites t8 forced | abour. o

Yet millions of well meaning people were taken in by the ridiculous arguments of the slave
traders, and of those bishops who, to their shame, supported them. They were taken in because
they did not know their Bibles. Scriptugeioting devils do not deceive people who are well
acquainted with Scripture. That is why the devil who quoted Scripture at Jesus got nowhere

Admittedly, the slavery issue is an extreme case. The problem of the hamdrexe
denominations of Christendom is more relevant today. How is it that Catholics, Anglicans,
Baptists, Lutherans, and the rest can all take their different beliefs from the same Bible?

The answer is that, even here, human prejudice and ignorance of the Bible are the major
factor s. Have you ever met a man who could trutt
studied the Bible; then | joined that church whose belieiswmearest to the teaching of
Scriptureo?

No; and you are never likely to. The usual reasons for choosing a Christian denomination run
like this:

Al was brought wup in it.o

AWhen | got married | t horangflwebothbhadtheosarhed be bett
faith, so |I became a Catholic |ike my wife.o0o
AnwWell, the Presbyterian church was just round
wal king further than you need, see what | mean. (

Even the clergy usually choose their churches before tleegid enough to know the facts.
The boy at a Catholic school goes to a Catholic college, and ends up as a priest. The Anglican
schoolboy goes to a Protestant college, and ends up as an Anglican vicar. Can you blame the
Bible because these two men preach different doctrines? In all probability, they decided which
religion they were going to preach before they had even read the Bible through once. Having
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made that decisiothenthey learnt how they could use the Bible to justify it.

Quite a large part ohe Bible is perfectly straightforward, needing no more interpretation
than any other nofiction book. The first three Gospels are extremely easy to read and
understand. They deisbe how Jesus worked many miracles, and told men how to live their
lives. They tell how He was crucified, how He rose from the dead and ascended to heaven.

I't may be difficult in the present intellectua

certainly is difficult to live as He said we should. But there is no problem aideygpreting
these Gospels. They inpFet themselves.

So do the Acts of the Apostles, the historical books of the Old festathe Proverbs, and
parts of the Law, the Psalms, the Prophets, and the New Testament Epistles.

From these parts of the Bibfleuch more than half of the totahy serious reader can easily

|l earn the main outline of the Bibleds teaching.

Some of the other parts of the Bible do need interpreting. Many of these gradually yield their
secrets to the patient Bible reader. Some efrthwill baffle him to the end of his days.

But that is as it should be. I'f nothing in t
And they would be right. As it is, it forms a nicely balanced book. It contains milk for the

simplest of Godés children, and meat for the wi

Our English Bible

So this Bible of ours is not at all the book it was alleged to be, by the hostile gentleman at the
start of this chapter.

We have good reason to believe thatédsrpt s wer e written under the
It bears the marks of having been gathered together into one book by that Spirit, too. Ordinary
human hands have copied and recopied it, but they were very careful hands. A vast amount of
labour has gone into recreating something very close indeed to the original text.

Whole armies of scholars have studied how best to translate it into our mother tongue. The
final result is a book that is close tto Godés
the heart of all who read it.

Interpreting it is no great problem, if ostyn d t hi s -wesnanage toiregd itfwithf ad
humble, seeking mind. Much of it interprets itself for us. The rest of it is profound enough to
hold our interest for a lifetime.

No, those are not serious problems. The big problems are these:

(1) Deciding to read it diligently, and then sticking to that decision.
(2)Believing the wonderful things it tells us.

(3)Living up to the high standards it sets us.

Yes, thesearerka pr obl ems, aren6t th

ey~
But we canot bl ame God for t he

2
m!
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18
Bible History - True or False?

Give a dog a bad name, and you might as well hang him.

Because of this many Biblical scholars of fifty to 100 years ago have a lot to answer for. They
gave the Bible a bad nargeite unjustlyand the Bible still has not lived down the reputation
they gave it.

Most people are vaguely aware of the sort of mud they flung at the Bible in those days. Here
is a typical example, dating back to 1909:

AiThe hi st lwamyGeresdis 1827 rtca25:18pnsists of a number of legendary
narratives, which have been somewhat loosely strung together into a semblance of
bi ographical continuity.o

But far fewer people are aware of what leading scholars of today are saying. The late Prof. W.
F. Albright, for instance. He was qualified as a theologian, historian, philosopher and orientalist.
On top of that he was regarded until his death in 1971 as the greatest archaeologist in America,
and one of the greatest in the world. Thisigsswew of the Abraham story:

AA generation ago most <critical scholars rega
quite unhistorical. Now we cannot accept such an easy way out of the difficulties which this
chapter presents, since some of its allusions are exceedingly early, carrying us directly back
into the Middle Bronze Age [2100 to 1600 B.C.]
(or, fi tvraanitnsedod) ,seursed in verse 14, whi ch occur s
known to be arEgyptian word employed in the Execration Texts of the late nineteenth
century B.C. of the retainers of Pdleg&an chieftains, and used in the same sense four
centuries later in one of the Taanach tablets. Several of the towns mentioned in this chapter
are now proved to be very ancient fi

In another book he sums up the situation by saying:

noOur case for the substanti al historicity of
Abraham, |saac afdAd Jacob] is clinched. o

Notice the scholarly cautiomithat last statement. Tlsabstantiahistoricity is proved.

Archaeology will never be able to giadsoluteproof that the Bible is historically true. Over

enthusiastic statements by some Bible | i ever s, to the effect that ar

Bi ble trueo, are wel/l meaning but badly worded.
The real value of Biblical archaeology is not so much that it has shown the Bible to be true,

but that it has shown many criticisms of the Bible to be false. There are countless examples of

scholars declaringf Wel | , anyway, that bit of the Bible is

that they had to eat their words.

Right After All

The Bible mentions quite a number of famous men and great nations that are not mentioned in
any other ancient book. For a long time there were two points of view about this. Some said:
AHIi story knows nothing of King Bel tah adigtayar , or K
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knows nothing of the Hittite and Horite nations. THere the writers of the Bible must have

beerwr i ting fiction, not history.o
Ot hers said: ANot so fast. Hi story isnod6t compl
that will show the Bible was right after all .o

Now we can see the wisdom of the second approach. All these names appear in the history
books today.

Belshazzar is described by the Bible as the last king of Babylon, who was slain by the
Persians when they captured the &iBut the ancient historians Berosus, Megasthenes, and
Herodotus agreed that the last king of Babylon was calldmbiNdus (or something like it). No
historian ever mentioned Belshazzar. Something was wrong, somewhere.

In 1882 the explanation came to light. The archaeologist T. G. Pinches told the world of the
discovery of what is called the Nabonidus Chronicle. This recorded on baked clay that
Nabonidus had a son Bsharusur (Belshazzar to his pals). Moreover, it made it clear that

Naboni dus had a habit of saying to Belshazzar,

the kingdom till | get back. 0o

Nabonidus was unlucky. The clay tablets tell us that the last time he did this Belshazzar lost
his kingdom for him to the Persians, just as the Book of Daniel said. The Persian conquerors
arrested Nabonidus as soon as he returned home.

For thousands of years the world knew nothing of King Sargon Il of Assyria, except for the
meagre information in Isaiah 20:1. Was he a real person, or a mythical one? The scholars
wondereebut only until Sargondés capital city of

toreadSar gonds own account of his war with 1srael

Kho

fiTartano was: this was not Pcal hamaj mbatommande

chiefo instead of iTartano.

Long before 1000 B.C. there were two great nations in the Middle East, the Hittites and the
Hurrians. Ordinary written history (apart from the Bible) does not go back that far. Until the birth
of modern archaeology in the nineteenth century, people who rejected the Bible as a history book
would have said thidistory knew nothing of such nations.

But nowadays we know a lot about these peoples from the records left behind in their ruined
cities. We know that what the Bible said about the Hittites is broadly in line with what are now
regarded as the historical facts. The Horites of the Old Testament were almost certainly the
Hurrians under their Hebrew name, The Biblical Hivites may have been Hurrians too, although
this is not yet firmly established.

Filling in the Background

When | was at school in the 193Gsur French master in the Science Sixth Form insisted on
teaching us French history. We protested against this, though in a very mild way; student demos
had not been invented then, and the cane was still very much in use.

inPl ease, Sir, we are going to be scientists,

|l anguage. Why do we have t

o spend so much ti
iBecause you wil!/ never be abl e
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about the historiremyl background, 060 was hi s

And he was right. Unless you know the setting of a book, you are reading in the dark.

This is why Bible readers owe such a debt to archaeology. Until the nineteenth century we
knew practically nothing about the world in which the first half of the Old Testament is set, and
not very much about the later periods.

But nowadays this is all changed. A modern Bible commentary will tell us the historical
background of almost any chapter in the Old Testament, from Genesis 12 onwards. And almost
invariablythe chapters fit their background like hand in glove.

For example, take the use of animals in war. The earliest of these was the horse. It first
appears in the Bible in the time of Joseph, which is shortly after it first appeared on the world
scene. After this the Bible mentions horses more than 200 times.

Later there was a period when the elephant became the ancient equivalent of the tank. This

period began when, according to critical scholars, Bible history was still being written. If they
wererighttyu woul d expect to find the el ephant menti
in with the Biblebds own statements about author ¢
before the elephant appeared on the scene.

Countless little incidents take on a hew meaning when we know the customs of the times. In
the TellEI-Amarna tablets (dated in the fifteenth century B.C.) a lesser king wrote to a greater
king that he fAbowed seven timeso. This was his
Evi dently this was what Jacob meant when he fAdbow
approached Esdu.

It used to be a puzzle why a worshipper of Go
We are now able to make a good guess as to her motives. Some tablets were found at Nuzi, not
far from where she used to live, and written more or less in her time, that laid down rules for
families. In certain circumstances the man who held the household idols would inherit the
fatherodos propgelrayryGreedmsnbodo have been Rachel 0¢

Even some of the miracle stories of the Old Testament fit in with the archaeological records.
The Assyrian king, Sennacherib, left records of his invasion of Israel. They are inscribed upon
what archaeologists call the Oriental Institute Prism and the Taylor Prism. He tells how his
invincible army assaulted and captured festy x o f King Hezekiahés walll
turned his attention to Hezekiah and hdfs capit a
Jerusal em, his royal city, |l shut wup, 0 wrote Ser
At that point the record of his triumphant progress ceases. Why did his mighty army fail to
take the relatively small city of Jerusalem? He leaves us guessing. But the prophet Isaiah supplies
a fitting explangon:

iThus says the Lord concerning the king of As:
the angel of the Lord went forth, and slew a hundred and efigletyhousand in the camp of
the Assyrians; and when men arose earlhiet mor ni ng, behol d, %t hese we

Since there are many readable books dealing with the impact of archaeology on our
knowledge of the Old Testametthere is no need to enlarge on this theme here. The simple fact
is this: the more we learn about the world of the Old Testament, the more it appears to be an
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accurate contemporary record, and not the mixture of myth and truth that it was once thought to
be.

The eminent Jewish rabbi and archaeologist, Dr. Nelson Glueck, has spent many hears of
life excavating in the land of Israel. This is how he views the impact of archaeology on the Old
Testament:

Ailt may be st atheachaedogielglisaoovery ak éver contiovaertted a Biblical

r e f e r Szoras ef @rchaeological findings have been made which confirm in clear outline or

in exact detail historical statements in the Bible. And, by the same token, proper evaluation of

biblical descriptions has often led to amazing discoveries. They form tesserae in the vast mosaic
oftheBibe 6s al most incredi bl ¥(The dalics @enminehi st ori cal me

The New Testament

The New Testament was never shot at quite so severely as the Old. Nevertheless it did come in
for many sweeping accusations of being unhistorical. And its critics, like their Old Testament
colleagues, have often had to eat their words.

When Paul was in Thessalonica, he was8.brought
The Greek word used to describe these peogelitarch. This word is not found gmvhere else
in the Bible, or in any classical Greek author.

The critics therefore used to assume that the author of the Acts had blundered, and had
misspeltpoliarch, which is a welknown Greek word for a commandant.

Then archaeologists set to work in and around Thessalonica. They dug up a number of
inscribed tablets which referred to tpelitarchsof Thessalonica and several other cities nearby.
Apparently this was the local name for city governors, and the Bible is the only ancient book in
existencehat has noted this fact.

At one time Luke 3: 1 was heavily criticised. It says that in the fifteenth year of Tiberius
Caesar (Emperor of Rome), Lysanias was tetrarch of Abilene.

i Wh at a danger! o said certain scholars. AThe
Lysanias was put to death years before that. An
He was a king. o

You can imagine a mere schoolboy making the obvious suggestion
-and the reception he would have got.

APerhaps theer amagthhehalves dbri as, Sir?0

ADonb6t be ridiculous! Youbre only guessing. o

Fortunately for the Biblebds good name a gent.l
temple in Abila, the town that gave its name to the territory of Abilene. An inscription telling his
story has been found there. This inscription in
used of the Emperor Tiberius and his mother, Livia. Consequently we know that it was carved in
the days of those two rulers, namely between A.D. 14 andr® Nymphaeus describes himself
as fia freedman of" Lysanias the tetrarchbo.

So now we know that there was, after all, a second Lysanias. He was a tetrarch in Abilene,
just as Luke said, and he |lived in exactly the I
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stament , archaeol o
he New Testament 1

But , as wi t h t he ol d Te
t I

gy
hi storical background of 5

ot o

AThi s bac k gientury backgraundaThe New Sestament just will nbintio a
seconecent ury background. o

All men are children of their age. The writers of the New Testament were clearly children of
the first century. Two examples are taken from the Gospel of John, one of the last New
Testament books to be written.

John refers to the place where Jesus Mas tried
Albright has shown that this was the Tower of Antonia, the headquarters of the Roman
garrison. This was destroyed in the siege of A.D76@&nd was never rebuilt. Eantly the
Gospel writer was a man who knew Jerusalem in the days of peace, before A.D. 66.

Agai n, Johnds Gospel was once <criticised for
thought to have come from the Greek mystics who infiltrated Christianity in the second century.
But many identical or similar phrases occur in the Dead Sea 8drah were written by Jews
at, or near, the time of Jesus. This supports t
was a firstcentury Jew.

Some UnsolvedProblems

You would not expect archaeology to solve all the historical problems connected with the Bible.
The list of unsolved problems is steadily getting smaller, but it still contains quite a number.

Although Daniel has long since been vindicated in his references to Belshazzar, his other
classic fAimi stakeodo has not yet been cleared up.
nobody yet knows who this is. Some scholars think that this is another name for a governor
callefl5 Gobryas, or GubatfiOthers think it was an altertise name for Cyrus, the Persian
king.

Nobody really knows. But in view of what has happened in the past it would take a brave man
to say that Daniel definitely blundered. One more shovelful of earth, and the final answer to the
problem may appear tomorrow.

We must always remember one thing when we criticise Jewish historians. Their methods were
not the same as ours. This does not mean that we are right and they were wrong. It just means
that they did things differently.

A good example of this is the way they recorded the lengths of the reigns of their kings. They did
quite a number of things that no modern European historian would do. To give just one example,
they sometimes had reigns that overlapped by several years, while one king was living in semi
retirement and his successor was ruling for him. Because of this the whole period of the kings of
Israel used to give historians many a headache.

Much of the tangle has now been straightened out by THieteo has discovereaiost of the
principles on which the Jewish historians appear to have worked. Even so, some problems about
dates still await solution.
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Numbers in general present more unsolved problems than anything else. There are several
reasons for this. For one thing, ancient methods of writing numbers were very clumsy (compare
the ARomano date for NaMDECCXb-with gur 1812)t Hebrawtandf r o m Mo ¢
Greek numbers were difficult to copy accurately
the numbes than in any other part of the text.

Then again, the ancients often used numbers in an approximate sense. We do this to a certain
extent . Nobody would accuse you of i naccuracy
holiday, when in fact you had been away for fifteen nights.

The Hebrews did this sort of thing to a greater extent. The widow who said she was gathering

fit wo sticks'™obtvoi omaskley amefainrte ia few stickso. For
the peopl e wer e pthoosands]relers ohhuridieds,rulets lofdifties and riulers

of tenso. Obviously, in this context, Aiteno, A f
administrative units, not exact numbers.

The ordinary Hebrew word for ithousando i s s

actually translated that way in Judges 6: 15.

The Hebrew word for Acaptaindo is spelt the sa
pronunciation is different. Since a regiment in the Jewish army was also called a thousand, it
easy to see how this association of words would arise. Thus it is possible that some of the
At housandso who fought, or w¥If s, therd theisine ofithe batt | e
army of Israel, and of its casualty lists, may possibly have been smaller than they appear in our
English Bible.

While these uncertainties remain, we must be patient and wait for further information to
emerge. On a very few occasions you may come across some other problem to which there is still
no convincing anser.

I f so, resist the temptation to say, AThat canot
historians have often had to beg their pardon a few years later. The chances are that, in a few
years time, you will find that it could have been true, after all.

Men Who Have Changed Sides

In any controversy you always find men changing sides, in both directions. Listing the men who
have crossed over to onebébs own side does not p
mention any of them, were it hfor one thing.

Those scholars who have swung in ro@deer to a belief in the historical accuracy of the
Bible have usually been archaeologists. In their case it has not been theoretical reasoning or the
pressure of public opinion, that has moved them. It has been the evidence before their eyes.

One such man in the late nineteenth century was Sir William Ramsay. His early years
established his reputation as a great and impartial scholar. He had been trained in the critical
school of Biblical scholarshjmand leaned that way.

His work in the Middle East as an archaeologist, specialising in New Testament times,
changed him completely. In the later years of his life he was no longer the impartial scholar he
had once been. He was a dedicated champion of the New Testament writers, because he had

Page 148 of 245
www.carelinks.net




Godds Trut h!

become so convinced of their accuracy.

But even in the more detached period of his life, before he reached his full enthusiasm, he
could write:

ALukeds history is unsur passledsaiistorianefsheect of

first rank... this author should B placed al o
Lukeds accuracy as a historian is -Loufke®dspeci al
Gospel, and the Acts of the Apostee full of eyewitness testimony to the resurrection of Jesus.
Can you imagine Luke, the AdAhistorian of the fir:

very good reason to accept their accuracy?

Ramsayds researches appear t adionlbbana@hermpleatyed a p
scholar of the age, Harnack. Towards the end of the nineteenth century he was in the front rank
of those scholars who chose to attack the Bible. In the early years of the twentieth century he
made an intensive study of the two books written by Luke, and ended up by defending Luke with
the utmost vigouf?

A more recent case is that of Professor C. H. Gordon, who began his scholarly career as a
higher critic. He has described how in about 1950 he made a study of the GilgameSHiEpic.
is a series of tablets found in the ruins of Nineveh. They contain the legendary story of
Gilgamesh, king of Uruk, and his companions. It probably dates back to about 2,000 B.C.

It contains the story of a flood, which reads very like a perverted version of the flood of Genesis.
As Professor Gordon studied this part of the Epic, a thought came to his mind and would not
leave. The flood story on these tablets was being told in the time of Abraham. It bore the marks
of having been derived from the Genasission, and not the other way round. Hence it must

have come after the Genesis story.

Yet he had always assumed that Genesis was not compiled until a few hundred years before
Christthat is, more than a thousand years after the Gilgamesh flood story. This started him
thinking for hinself. Now he rejects what he formerly accepted without question. He regards the
Critical view of Genesis as a dubious theory, based on inadequate evidence, and frequently in
conflict with the facts of history and archaeologystead, he prefers to accept the Bible as true
history, recorded at the time of the events it describes.

Anot her archaeol ogi st, P. J. Wiseman, has repo
Il rag. A man he describes as fione of the most bri
Al was brought wup a O6Hi gher Criticdéd, and cons

early narratives of the Bible. Since then | have deciphered thousands of tablets, and the more |
learn, the more | believlite Bi bl et 0o be true. 0
True or False?

The title of this chapter poses a question. Is Bible history true or false? It is not a simple question
to answer. The facts are decidedly gbax. Let me try to gather together the main threads.
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In the first place, there has been a most noticeable change amongst ancient historians over the

past century. In 1873 they tended to say, il f
Nowadays they tend to say the opposiblesmys AnThe Bi
somet hing, provided there is nothing miracul ous

On the whole, Biblical archaeologigtse men who should know beste the first scholars to
defend the Bible. Some of them accept the Bible as the inspired Word of God, and are therefore
biased in its favour. But even the others generally regard it as a very, very accurate book. The
stories of miracles are probably the biggest stumbling blocks; these will be discussed in Chapter
21.

In the old days great nurelr s of supposed fAhistorical errorsao
out. Very many of these have now been shown to be errors by the critics, not by the Bible.

A few apparent errors remain unexplained. In other words, a number of interesting problems
remain. As we saw in Chapter 12, this is exactly what we should expect. Every profound subject
being studied today bristles with unresolved problems.

The very least that any informed person can say is this: the Bible has been proved to be in a
class of its owras a history book. No other ancient book can begin to be compared with it for
accuracy.

But the Biblebel i evi ng Christian wil |l go further t ha
evidence that the Bible was inspired of God; be
b r o kbecaude of this | believe that Bible historycismpletelyaccurate. | believe that the
relatively few problems that remain will one day be cleared up, just as so many earlier problems
have been. 0

When he talks like this, theh@istian is speaking by faith. But there is a very solid layer of
fact underpinning his faith. There is nothing a historian can say to prove him wrong.
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19
Does the Bible Contradict Itself?

There are some circumstances in |ife where, as t
If all the books of the Bible told exactly the same story, if every detail fitted together
perfectly, people would not be satisfied, They would say:

AThis | ooks f i s hupjob. The Bilde wateryvhawe pus theyr heaolgepheart
and cooked up a story that hangs together. | dor
And they would be right. A situation like that would be highly suspicious.

But the Bible is not like that. There are places where it is difficult to make the details from
one book fit in with another book. Sometimes one part of a book does not even seem to agree
with another part of the same book.

Are the doubters reassured about t his? Do t he
more | i ke real |l i feo?

Not at all'! They takethe ppor tuni ty to criticise the Bible o
itself! So it candét possibly be wholly true.

Now this really is a poor argument. Real life is full of situations that appear contradictory.
Only when you Il earn all the circumstances do yo
not contraictory at all.

Take this one for example. On October 31st 1967 a Londonpapes theDaily Telegraph,
reported that Mrs Margaret Fennel had twin sons in Birmingham Maternity Hagtpievious
day. They were born in the small hours of the morning. The first was born at 1.40 a.m., and the
second at 1.10 a.m.

Yes, you read it correctly. The first was born at 1.40 and the second at 1.10!
The explanation is that Daylight Saving ended that morning. At 200, when Number
One was twenty minutes old, the clocks were put back to 1.00 a.m. Ten minutes later Number
Two arrived at 1.10 a. m. Simple, when you know t
Then again, who would have thought that in the yE®FO a very respectable scientific
journal would make statements like this:
AiDevils do not occur i n clfdhain dode cpntact with s .
human settl ement and activity . . . Man is the

But it did. The journal was the Australian journal of Zoology. It was talking about an animal
little known to Europeans, called the Tasmanian devil.

Another example. American and British motorists have often argued about the fuel
consumpt i on canfsaycsaEtmer, thafiifAybulcanlonly get fifteen miles to the gallon
out of that Ford, there must be something wrong.

Then another voice breaks in. AHey, you guys,
the other side of the Atlantic?0o

It isndét, either. The British gallon is a quar
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not as bad as the confusion over the word Abil
make just one British billion.

Pity the poor foreigner who hears talking about Eton College, and The London School of
Economics. How is he to know that Eton College is not a college but a school, and The London
School of Economics is not a school but a college?

People have to have facts like this about the modern world pointed out to them, to explain
Acontradictionso they meet in |ife toda-y. It is
called contrdiction in the Bible, and have to hunt for facts about the ancient world to explain
what lies behind it.

Differences Between the Gospels

The Gospels are a happy hunting ground for peop
Bible. This is because there are four of them, all covering much the same ground. We should
expect to find differences between them, and we do.

A favourite criticism is that gospel writers cannot even agree on the wording of a little notice
boar d. Pontius Pilate nail ed -bymigktknowwhowast o Chr i
hanging there. This is what the gospels saywréten on the board:

MatthewTHIS IS JESUS THE KING OF THE JEWS

Mark: THE KING OF THE JEWS

Luke: THIS IS THE KING OF THE JEWS

John: JESUS OF NAZARETH THE KING OF THE JEWS

It is not difficult to find the missing fact that explains these differences. John says that the
notice was written in three languages:
Hebrew, Greek and Latfh.

There is nothing to suggest that the wording was the same in all three languages. One writer is
presumably giving us an exact copy of the Greek inscription, whéeothers are giving us
translations of the Hebrew inscription, or the Latin one, or even, perhaps, a mixture of them both.

At the other end of Christdds | ife, the critics
the birth of Jesus. After the shepherds and the Wise Men had visited the new baby his parents
departed from Bethlehem with Him.

Where did they take Him? Matthew says they went to Egypt and stayed there until the death
of King Herod. Luke says they went to Jerusalem for a short wisitthen went home to
Nazareth, which is in the opposite direction from Egypt.

The critics are, as usual, on very shaky ground. The early disciples were not exactly feeble
minded men. They must have been well aware of this difference between Matthew and Luke.
The difference did not worry them, however, because they evidently knew the explanation.
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With a little effort we can easily rediscover that explanation for ourselves. To the careful
reader it is obvious thaflatthew and Luke are describing two differ@pisodesn the story of
Jesus. Luke says that the shepherds visited Him in the stable where He wasrbthe, very
day that Hewasborand he call®% Him fia babeo.

Matthew, on the other hand, tells us how the Wise Men had to make a long journey. By the

time they arrived, Jesus was no |longer a fbabeo,
This is why Herod thought it necessary to slay all the Bethlehem children up to the age of

two.*° Moreover, by this time they were no longer lodging in a stable, but werg lin a

housé'-a point that is regularly overlooked by Christmas card artists and producers of nativity

plays.

When these facts are noted, there is no contradiction at all. Luke tells us that, when Jesus was
a few weeks old, His parents took Him via Jerusalem to Nazareth. From Matthew we can deduce
that, some time later, they were back in Bethlehem.

We can only guess why they went back to Bethlehem to live. Perhaps Mary thought it right
that the Son of God should be brought up in the place appoin@ddgs His birthplace.

Whatever the reason, they went back, and were found there by the Wise Men. Then, as
Matthew tells us, they went to Egypt for a time, and eventually went back to Nazareth again.
The Way We Say Things

An English university student came late into the college dining room.

AAny dinner | eft?0
There wasnot . His friends were not the | east bi't
A Chinese student looked puzzled, and turned to his Englishmeigh r . Al do not und

Whydohey say that he has had it? He has not had i
The English student-t kaeni waeyd. wd Thay 6tshiamgsd.di Yonu 6
ti me. O

Foreigners always have trouble with our iditime way we put things. We realise that, and
smile at them. But where the Bible is concerned we often forget one thing.
The Bible was written by Hebrews, not by Europeans. The idiom of the Old Testament is
Hebrew idiom, not English. Even the Greek New Testament contagnsaa deal of Hebrew
idiom. Where the Bible is concerned we are the foreigners.
Consequently we need to make an effort to appreciate the Hebrew idiom that shows through
into our English Bible. Unless we do, we shall sometimes be as baffled as the Chinese student
when he first heard the saying, fAYoudve had it.c

Hosea reports God as decl! &riichdgsus giiotes tleessaying e d mer
with approvalIf we read this as if an Englishman had written it, we shall frown.

il f Go dwant saerifice,&vhy did He command the children of Israel to offer sacrifices?
And, above all, why did He allow His Son to be ¢

But it was written by a Hebrew, not an Englishman, and we must read it in the light of the
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Hebrew idiom he used. This idiom is explained for us in the book of Deuteronomy. Forty years
after God made His covenant with one generation of Israelites, Moses spoke to their sons and

grandsons: AfiThe Lord made not this weoarahant wi't
here aliVe this day. o
ButGodddma ke t hat covenant with their fentyhers. Mo

make that covenant with our fathers, blgowi t h us . 0

I n exactly the same way, il desired omygrcy and
desired sacrifice, butlsomer cy . 0 You wi | | find other exampl es
Bible if you look out for them. Appreciation of this idiom alone will clear up a number of
apparent contradictions in the Bible.

Quite anumber of the supposed contradictions in the Bible arise through not appreciating (or
not trying to appreciate) the subtleties of the language used. | have room for only one more
example. Compare these two passages:

i And Sablinquiredofthelord, he Lord answered him not. 0

AiSo Saul died for his transgression . . . and
spirit, to inquire ofit,and nqui red nd%¥ of the Lord. o

Al t hough two different Hebr easapassagesdtisisdbesmot ii nqui
explain the difficulty. They are both rendered fairly in the English translation. It is only when we
reconstruct the whole incident that we can see what happened. To do this we need to read both
chapters right through.

Saul was a very impatient man. He always wanted quick results. This twist in his character
had led him into conflict with God beforé.

On this occasion he was desperate for a quick answer. He sought one from God, but God kept
him waiting. So he turned away frono@ and put his questions to a witch instead. This led to
his undoing.

In the Iight of this story it is obvious what
inquired not of the Lordo, would have conveyed
inquiring of God, but did not keep it up long enough to do any good.

An English poet has expressed the same sort of contrast:

We do not accuse the poet of contradicting himself. Why should we accuse the writers of the
Biblical passags quoted above?

The New Testament quotes the Old
fiHow can we ‘trust the New Testament writers? Wh
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correctly. o
This is a frequent criticism. But, like so many other criticisms of the Bible, it is a very shallow
one. The facts go right against it.

It is true, of course, that in many places the New Testament quotes the Old Testament in a
way that you or | would not do. But what of that? We are not ancient Jewish writers. We have
our own literary standards, and thead theirs. And the two are not the same.

They could not be the same, because our literary tools are so much better than theirs. One

great advantage is that we are able to make a <c
guotationo and Aindirect quotationod. Thus:
(1) Direct quotation:D r . Bl ank wrote, AThe Bible is a very

(2) Indirect quotation:Dr. Blank has said that the Bible is excellent.

In the first example, inverted commas are used to indicate that | am quoting the exact word
of Dr. Blank. In the second, no inverted commas are used; this indicates that my words convey
Dr. Bl ankds message without wusing his actual wor

Punctuation was not invented in Bible times, so the Bible writers could not do this. They were
also unable to use several other useful modern devices. Sometimes, to shorten a long quotation, |
have missed out a bit in the middle. This might occasionally confuse the reader were it not for
one thing: nowadays a row of dots signifies that this has been done.eBarteweft to guess
when an ancient writer has done this.

Sometimes | have slipped a comment of my own, or an explanation of a difficult word, into
the middle of a quotation from another author. You can tell these additions of mine because they
are enclosed in square brackets, like this, [ Jor, inside Biblical quotations, in ordinary brackets,
like this, (). But it is often very difficult to tell where an ancient author has done this sort of
thing, before brackets were invented.

We saw in Chapter 17 howwemendously careful the Jews were to copy their Scriptures
accurately. No devout Jew would dream of quoting Scripture carelessly. All the New Testament
writers except Luke were Jews. We may not fully understand why they sometimes varied the
words of the Old Testament when they quoted it. But of this we can be sure: they must have done
it deliberately, for some good reason.

In many cases we can clearly see their motive. They wished to interpret the Scripture for us
while they were quoting it. To give a sitegexample, there is a passage in Isaiah which says:

il l ay in Zion for a foundation a stone, a pr
believeth sha’fl not make haste. 0

The apostle Peter quotes this verse, tend tells
foundation stone of Godés purpose. Whil e he quo
t he sense, because it is simple to understand,
that believeth shallnotmakehast, t o, fAhe that believetfh on Him
He adds the words fAon Hi mo t o innChristtAndhe pl ai n t
changes, Aishall not make hastebo, t o, Aishall no
imaking hasteo meant by I saiah is the terrifie
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cannot escape judgement.

We, with our modern literary customs, would not quote the Bible like that. We should give an
exact quotation, and then follow with an expositiont Bater went by the accepted rules of the
times, and combined quotation and exposition in one. His method has a great advantage over
ours: it uses far less words.

Because of their economy in words, the apostles sometimes appear to apply the Old
Testament to the wrong thing. In fact they do nothing of the kind. They merely leave it to us to
expand their arguents, and draw out the full meaning. Paul did this in the verse:

ATheir sound went into all t he eart h,
And their words unto the ends of the world. o

Paul uses this to prove that the gospel is to be preached to all nations. But the quotation
comes from a psalm which begins:

iThe heavens declare the glory of God,
And the firmament <howeth His handywork. o

It is these silent witnesses in the sky whose message goes out to all the earth, in the fourth
verse of this psalm. Yet Paul applies it to the preachers of thedinstiry Church!

Is it possible that Paul has blundered? Most unlikely. Paul is far too good a Bible student to
slip up like that. He &s a reason for what he does.

If we read the whole of the psalm, we begin to see that reason. The first half of the psalm is
all about the glory of God revealed in nature. Then there is an abrupt change of thought. The rest
of the psalm is all about the glory of God revealed in the Word of God.

If Paul were a modern writer he would probably have explained his quotation like this:

iThe two halves of the psalm are connected. Th
explanation. The light ofthesu i n t he first half represents the
half. Consequently the words spoken about the sun in this psalm apply equally well to the Word
of God. And thatdés the way | have applied them. ¢

Anot her kind of problem occurs in the opening
| sai ah t?haed then roagds e dooble quotation. First he quotes from Malachi, and only
after that does he keep his promise and quote Isaiah. Why this peculiar behaviour?

Simply because he was fast-century Jew, not a twentiettentury European. A modern
English writer would have introduced this double quotation with some such phrase as this:

iYou know what | saiah (and a | ater prophet, Ma

But Mar kds very much simpler introduction was
They were used to that sort of quotation. And they were very much more familiar with the Old
Testament than we are, so they needed less explanation, anyway.

Thus, although tlre are problems involved in the way the New Testament quotes the Old,
they are not serious. They nearly all yield to patient investigation along the lines | have
illustrated.
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A Lot Depends on the Point of View
About 150 years ago two famous Englishmen spoke like this:

Wordsworth:hn Ear t h has not anything to show more fair
Cobbett: AThe great wen. o (A wen is a festering

Believe it or not, each was describing London. And they were not contradicting each other.
They just happened to be lookingtdrom different points of view.

Wordsworth had been standing on Westminster Bridge admiring the magnificent skyline of
great buildings. Cobbett was a country dweller, thinking, probably, of the filth and squalor of the
London slums. Each from his own viewpoint was speaking the truth.

Is it surprising that Bible writers who set out to portray things from different points of view
describe them differently? This is not ¢@diction. This is just the giving of extra information.

The four Gospels are wiitn from four entirely different points of vieftMatthew wrote for

Jews. His aim was to portray Jesus as King of t
about tdhoem fiokfi nHjeaveno. He puts this phrase into
and only calls it the AKingdom of Godo on two ot

Mark wrote for Romans. He portrayed Jesus as the servant &indaio him, as to Luke
and John, the Kingdom is the AKingdom of Godo,

Luke was a Greek, writing for Grkeg He interpreted for his readers the Hebrew phrases that
they would not understand. Matthew says the Jewish children @riedy s a fi* Noadbubt they
di d. That was a Hebrew word they would know. |
another word into their mout hs: i g | dhosgnoa From t
amounted to.

Matthew reported Jesus as telling the Jews, iV
desolation, spoken of by Daniel the prophet, stand in the holy place flee into the
mount@ins. o

The Greeks would have wondered what that was all about. So Luke puts an interpretation into
Christds mouth: fAWhen ye shall see Jer udsalem col
From a Greek point of view that was exactly what Jesus did say.

The Gospel of John is very different from the other three Gospedifferent that scholars have

coined a special name  Rutrthefeiseo cdrpradiction ievahi@d. t hi s cr
John is looking from a very diffent viewpoint. He reveals Jesus as the -tv@lgotten Son of

God. He is concerned more with the inner meanings of events than the events themselves.

Not al | the apparent contradictions in the Bi
view. But many of them are.

New Facts Solve Problems

Again and again a Bible problem is solved when we come across some new fact. This need not
be an archaeological fact. It can be a fact from another part of the Bible that explains an apparent
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contradiction. Compa these two verses, both taken from chapters in which Moses described
how Israel would be punished for her sins:

will no

fi l t cast them away, neitbher will | abt
AThe Lord shal/l

send upon thee cursing... unt.i
What are we to make of this? Was Israel to be destroyed or not?
The answer is: AYes and no. 0 That answer i s su

iBehol d, the eyes of the Lord God are upon th
off the face of the earth; saving that | will not utterly destroy the house of Jacob, saith the
Lor®. o

The precision of this language is uncanny. God would destrokirigeomof Israel. But he
woul d not dest r o-3aHdbriewexgrdssion meaning faeedf saa. b 0

This resolves the apparent contradiction bet we
But it does more than that. It gives us another remarkable example of fulfilled prophecy. Just as
Amos prophesied, the kingdom was destroyrdagainst all the probabilitiethe race of Israel
has been preserved.

Even little facts about the Hebrew language can resolve somkeemobor us. This one, for
example. ~ Samuel 8: 13 says Syriainthe VRllewoi Shld s ar my
But | Chronicles 18:12 says they smote 18,000 mdtdoinin the Valley of Salt.

The Hebrew words for Syria and Edom differ by only one letter. One has thedaldhn
where the other has the lettessh.Now dalLethandreshare the two most sitair letters in the
Hebrew alphbket. Both look rather like an upsidewn L, but one has a square corner and the
other a slightly rounded corner.

The slight roundness of that corner is the only thing to distinguish the Hebrew words for Syria

and Edom. Obviously we have here one of those ve
Yes, new facts keep solving old problems for us. There are still a few apparent contradictions

in the Bible that cannot yet be convincingly explained. But we have lots of new facts to learn yet.

Can we reasonably doubt that, if only we had all the facts, we might be able to solve all the
problems?
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20
The Nasty Objections

In Russia today the Bible is strictly banned. The real reason for this is obvious. The Communists
would like to see the Christian faith gradually disappear. So they suppress the Book that feeds it.

But they like to sound more liberal than they are. So officially they give another reason for the
ban: AThe Bible is pornography. o

Pornography? If it were not such a serious matiewould be laughable. The Bible
pornography! What a joke. I'f this is so, why (d
minded people flock to read it? And why do so many decent people read it with delight, instead
of putting it down in disgust?

This ridiculous accusation shows how far some people will go in their attacks on the Bible. In
the West we have not yet reached quite such depths of absurdity. But there is a common
tendency to suggest that the Bible is not reall\

In this chapter we must examine some of the most usual accusations of this kind. This is not
going to make very pleasant reading. It is so much easier to throw mud than to clean it up.

But it is a job that must be done. Many people have a vague idea that the Bible is cruel,
bloodthirsty and indecent in places. We need to look at the facts, and see just how much truth
there is in this idea.

To begin with here is a rather extreme example. A horrid little pamphlet celledraults
and Failings of Jesus Christas puldished in London some years ago. In the whole pamphlet
there was not one criticism of Jesus that would stand examination.

The author attacked Jesus savagely over the incident of the barren figrbeeGospel
describes how Jesus was hungry and went to a fig tree, looking for fruit. He found none, and
promptly cursed the fig tree, which then withered away.

AThere! o cries the cynic. AThe action of a stu
Unfortunately he has missed the whole point of the story. The accotutis dbrty days

fasting in the wildernedshows that Jeswsgas not a man to be bothered about food. What He did

to thefig tree was done for an excellent reason: to teach the Jews a vital lesson.

To them the fig tree had always been symbol of the Jewish rfation.
Earlier in His ministry Jesus took up this figure of speech, and built a parable arbund it.

il srael is |like a barren fig tree, o0 Jesus had
it and nurse it for one more year, to see if He can atclzest some fruit out of it. If that last
effort fails, the tree must be cut down. 0

Now that year had gone by. Jesus had made His last great effort to convert the Jews, but
without success. Already they were arranging to crucify Him.

So Jesus delivered His second parable about the fig tree, to tell the Jewish nation it had
thrown away its last chance. But this time, to give His message more power, He acted the parable
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before their eyes.

Marriage in the Bible

The things peopl e dnggn marbagaiare etobgh to Bakdyow Bas stand a ¢ h
on end.

Ailn the Old Testament God encouraged his favol
Solomon had a whole harem fhilindreds of them. Then in the New Testament the pendulum
swung the other way. Jesus and Paul said peopl e

That is the accusation. Now what are the facts?

Fact Number One is that God never fiencouraged?o
very beginning of the Old Testament the ideal ofrmage is clearly set oubneman andone
woman, joined together ame> Jesus confirmed this agéd principle, and pointed out that God
had always intended the marriage union to be lifefong.

Later in the Old Testament God relaxed the rules a little. This was not because He had
abandoned the ideal, but because men were showing themselves unable to keep to it. As Jesus
explained, what God did was to make a temporary concession to human wéakness.

The kings of Israel were expressly forbidden to take memgs® Solomon disobeyed God in
building up his great collection of women, and we are told that this led to his doWHifalte
are two great love stories in the historical books of the Old Testament: the story of Isaac and
Rebekalff and the story of Boaz and Ruthn both these stories there is no suggestion that any
other wife was involved.

So it is quite untrue to say that the Old Testament encouraged polygamy. It permitted it, that
is all. What it encouraged was m@aony, the union of one man Wwibne wife.
It is equally untrue to say that Jesus discouraged marriage. What He discouraged was’adultery
and divorce®He recognised that only exceptional people could do as He had done, and forego
marriage in order to serve God more freély.

As for Paul, no man in history has ever been misrepresented worse than he. People ignorant of
his writings sometimes call him a woman hater. Yet he wrote:

il commend unto you Phoebe our sister, who is
that ye receivéer in the Lord, as becometh saints, and that ye assist her in whatsoever business

she hath need of you. For she hath®been a succo
This is no isolated instance. Throughout Paul i

Christian associates, both men and women alike.

Paul 6s teaching about the physical side of mar
the whole Bibl€"”® (You will need to read it in a modern translation to get its message. Older
translatims r at her prudishly obscure its meaning.) P

married couples that they are quoted in a booklet diged by the marriage guidance council in
one Commonwealth country.
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It is very clear from this that Paul was in no way against marriage. He personally found it
useful in his preaching work to be unmarried, and hence free from family responsibilities. So he
suggested that somm®t all, but somether Christians might benefit from being single, tode
also advis d postponement of marriage on one occasi
di s t“persesution, praibly. Who could reasonably quarrel with that?

Another man who is unjustly criticised concerning marriage is Ezra. When he discovered that
many Jewish men had married idolatrous wives, he made them divorc&’ fieimseems very
harsh to many people.

|t puzzled me a I|ittl e, t oo, unt i |l one of my
Meeting of a newly established church. One itentulisedwas the position of a man who
wished to join the church. Like a great many Africans this man had two wives and two sets of
children.

There was only one other European present. We both thought that perhaps the man should be

tol d, Ailf you had only one wife when you were ¢

second. But what is done cannot be undone. As a concession, you may join the church and keep

your two wives, but you must not marry a third.:¢c
But every one of the African elders was upinarmsagn st us. iThat would n

know our own people better than you do. To make that concession would open the door to all
sorts of immorality. We want to maintain high moral standards, and consequently a polygamist
must be compelled to put away his second wife b

At the time this seemed ruthless. But now | know Africa better, and | realise that those
African elders were right, and | was wrong. They were acting in accordance with the highest
principles of Christian love. My owviews had been based oniilformed sentimentality.

If we knew all the circumstances surrounding Ezra, we should no doubt agree that he also was
right. He was fighting against idolatry, fighting for the very survival of the true worship of God.
Doubtless his action, though stern, was necessary.

Bloodthirstiness in the Old Testament

Half a century ago a Cambridge University professor of English literature gave three lectures
entitled, AONn “Re adkitngert mea mei Hlogod .t hNommo Readg ht have
the Bibleo.

The professor insisted that #Athe bloodthirsty
Christian God. He was certainly expressing a popular sentiment. But was he doing justice to the
Old Testament?

The God that Jesus preached was the God of the Old Testament. Jesus did not criticise Him,
or regard Him as bloodthirsty. What are the facts of the case?

The first fact is that the God dioth Testaments has two sides to His character. He is loving
and merciful to those whowrto serve Him; He is stern and just towards those who persist in
wickedness.
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Here are a number of verses describing God. Those on the left come from the Old Testament,
those on the right from the New.

The God of the Old Testament

iThe Lord God, mer ci f ul a ndant qmrg@odness ansl fruth) ongsuf
keeping mercy for thousands,fof vi ng i ni quity afid transgression
iThou shal tbduwrveag htyhysddgfth; | am the Lord. o
ifiThe men of Sodom wer dghewirdekceedinglyt n dthedordrained s bef o
upon Sodom and upon Gomorrah brimstone and fire
The God of the New Testament

iGod is love . . . He loved us and sent His So

AThis commandment we have from Him, *that he wh

(Jesus said) ASo shall it be in the end of th
angels, and they shall gather out of His kingdom all things that offend, and them which do
iniqui ty, and shall cas them into a furnace of f|

These verses are not exceptional, they are reasonably typical. The character of the God
revealed in both Testaments is exactly the same.
There is, however, one important difference between the two Testaments.

In the Old Testament, Godbés judgments wupon th
Sometimes they took the form of what appeared to be a natural disaster (as at Sodom), or a
plague. Somtei mes t he instrument of Goddés judgments wa

In the New Testament it was exceptional for God to judge wicked men at thé’ fifne.
general principle was that judgment would be reserved until the great Day of JudyBwnt.
when it fell, it would be just as severe as anything that happened to the wicked in Old Testament
times.

Thus Joshua had to execute GodoO6s judgments on
Jesus will have to do it to the wicked of this world in the future. The printiplethe wicked
must be desoyedis the same in both Testents. The only differences are (1) in the timing, and
(2) in the methods used.

Why should God use the sword as an instrument of His judgments in the Old Testament? It
would be interesting to know His reason. But He has not chosen to tell us what it is.

Even so, the Old Testament has revealed one important fact: that the sword of judgment was
only a necessary evil, and only a fmmary one at that. Although he was essentially a very good
man King David was not al | owe dbeenma mhnuofwadandGodds T
had shed bloo&. Moreover, many of the prophets looked forward to the day when God would
change the hearts of men, and so bring permanent peace to the whol® earth.

This leads to another problem. David, the man of war, wrote some rather bloodthirsty psalms
where he cursed his enemies. Can we regard those as inspired by God?

Yes, we have no alternative. Some of them are quoted in the New Testament as inspired
prophecies of Godds judgment on Judas, the trai-t

But this does not mean that God approved of th
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curses. As we saw in Chapter 14, the writerds o
when he is writing under inspiration. God could even use a murderer like Caiaphas to utter

inspired prophecy: B u t this di d not justify Caiaphaso w
inspiration of Davidos prophetic curses justify

Was Jehovah Merely a Tribal God?

In the ancient wod every nation liked to have its own national god. There seems to be a relic of
this ancient custom in the preselaty superstition of having patron saints: St. George of Merrie
England, St. Andrew of Scotland, St. David of Wales, and St. Patrick of Ireland.

Among | srael ds neighbours the Philistines regeée
had Baal, and the Moabites had Chemosh. To this list some people would like to make one
addition: the Israelites had Jehovah Yahwehas the name was originglbronounced).

Was this really how the children of Israel regarded the Lord? Was He just one god among
many? Or did they regard Jehovah as Jesuadglitie one and only true God?

From beginning to end the Old Testament supplies the answer. Jehovah was not just the tribal
god of Israel. He was the one Supreme Being, the Creator of heaven and earth.

The only period in Old Testament history where there is no mention of idols at all is the very
early period, as described in the beginning of Genesis. The oti€r@ated the world. The one
God punished man when he sinned. The one God brought the flood. Even the wicked men of
those days were not accused of idolatry. It almost seems as if idols had not yet been invented.

When idolatry did appear, the whole Bible condemned it. The Law of Moses, the Psalms, the
Prophetsnvherever you look you find cahe mnat i ons of idol atry. Il sai ah
Lord and t hé&sunsupshe teaching of ¢hens adl.dPlenty of Israelites descended to
idolatry. But hey were always condemned for it.

Occasionally we meet a verse that creates a sl
about to fight with the king of Ammon he said:

AWilt not thou possess that which Chemosh thy
the Lord our God shall drive But from before us

To an English reader it does almost seem as if Jephthah believed in Chemosh. It is as if he is
saying, AChemosh will f-andrmaythdbestedy wun. and Jehovat
Once more, we need to remember that the Bible was not written by modern Englishmen. If it
had been, Jephthah might have been reported as starting his speech like this:

AiNow | et wus, for the sake of argument, SsSuUppoOSE

But the Israelites did not bother with such niceties of expression. They could speak of stones
listening>*trees talking®and corpses carrying on a conversatfoAs Hebrews they understood

one another, and we shall understand them, tog,prd ed t hat we donét take th
speech too literally.

Pharaoh and Judas
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According to some people, Pharaoh, King of Egypt, and Judas Iscariot, the betrayer of Jesus,
have one thing in common: God punished them both for something they could not help.

They complain that God hardened Pharaohos hear
upon him for being hartlearted. God decided in advance that Judas would betray Jesus, and
then led him to a horrible death as a punishmeétit a promig of worse to come on the
Judgment Day. All of which, says the objector, was very unfair of God.

Very well. What really did happen?
Taking Pharaoh first, it certainly is true that God was said to harden his heart. Paul says:

AFor the scripture saith unto Pharaoh, OFor t
show in thee My power, and that My name might be published abroad in all the earth. So then
He hath mercy on whom He wil¥, and whom He will

Was it fair teartlikeghisdIlERharamh hadastades offras a good man, then it
certainly would have been very unfair. But this was not so. God never makes a good man behave
badly. Pharaoh started off as a bad Idde was already oppressing Israel cruelly before God said
anything about hardening his he#rt.

Also, we have here another example of Hebrew idiom. Godtsomeme s says,- Al wi ||
ands uc ho, when He really manasush,wil happera and | shalir e s e en
permit it to happeno.

Youcanse t hat this is so from |Isaiah chapter 29.
camp against thee round about, and will | ay si ec¢

But of course God Himself did not camp around Jerusalem and besiege it. The Assyrian army
did. And the Assyrians were acting under their own free will. (Isaiah 065 pr oves t hat .)
when God said, dal wild.l camp. .. o0, He obviously me

There is a second example of this idiom in Isaiah 29. Versay€i T h e halo pouted
out upon you the spirit of deep sleepand (lggt h ¢l osed your eyes. 0

Verse 13 explains what this really means. God did not blind the eyes of people who were trying
to see. He never does. The literal truth, as expressed in verse 13 was this:

AThis people draw near Me with their mout h, a
have removed their heart far from Me. 0

I f they Aremoved their heart far from Godo, th
God realised that they had dore $hat is obviously what He meant when He said that He had
closed their eyes.

In the same way, when a Hebrew read the words,
take it as a prophecy that the wicked Pharaoh would harden his own heart.

This is exactly what did happen. I n the Exodus
was hardened. Three times it says Pharaoh hardened his own heart. Seven times it says God did
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the hardening. Five times it stsayingwhohaldened Phar aol
it.

Clearly, God did not make a good man bad. He merely took hold of a very bad man, and made
use of his badness.

This is equally true of Judas Iscariot. Jesus did not want him to turn out badly. He wanted him
to be a successful apostle, like the other elé¥8ut of his own free will, Judas chose to go the
wrong way.

I have twice used the expression, Afree willo.
God has given us freedom to choose between good anfievil.r e e is aviiséful @xpression
to describe our freedom of choice.

God foresaw how Judas would use his free will. God even caused prophecies about Judas to
be included in the Old Testament. This raises another question: if God foresaw, and foretold,
how Judas would act, did Judas really have any freedom of choice?

People have argued about this as long as anyone can remember. The final answer is
inescapable: yes, Judas must have had free will, because the Bible says we all have it. But with
our present knowledgeav cannot fully reconcile mands free
future. Our minds just arend6t big enough.

But we can go part way towards it. This little illustration may help. It is very difficult to
predict how adults will behave in a given stioa. Little children are simpler; you can quite
often predict how they will react. Animals are simpler still; nine times out of ten | can say what
my dog is going to do next.

Yet they all have free will. It just happens that it is very hard for us toqiréd behaviour of
creatures on our own level (adults), but easier to predict the behaviour of creatures far beneath us
(dogs).

The gap between dogs and ourselves is great. But the gap between ourselves and the Almighty
is far greater. It is quite reasonable to suppose that He can give us free will, and still be able to
predict with certainty how we shall use it.

Does God Ever Break His Promises?

A very interesting book was published in the year 1900: a Bible Ibtankdfor the use of
unbelieverg!

It is an astonishing document. It contains nearly two hundred pages of Bible quotations,
arranged by two atheists to provide ammunition for other atheists to shoot at Christians. So
called contradictions, absurdities, indecencies, atroditieg are all there.

Nearly all of them can be answered quite successfully. | use the book to give my senior

Sunday School scholars something to cut their teeth on. What concerns me at this moment is the

thityf our pages of Aunful filled prophecies and bro
This is an accusation to be taken very seriously. If true, it would undermine the Bible
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believer 6s f ound a-asithatibaok alldgds prorhises tigai hbvie lkeeni beokef, u | |
how can we trust it? How can it be inspired? And if it contains lots of unfulfilled prophecies,
what then? The force of the arguments in Part One based on fulfilled prophecy would be greatly
weakened.

Relax. There is nothing to worry about.

In their preface the atheist writers said that, to ensure accuracy, they thairatjuotations
out of printed Bibles with a penknife. Unfortunately, this is not the way to treat the Bible. Bible
verses only make sense if you study them in their context, that is, their setting. You need to read
the verses on either side of the verse in question. As | have pointed out on several occasions, you
also need to make allowance for Hebrew idiom.

These authors have done neither. They have treated each verse as an isolated statement of
literal English. In consequence the iqeatations theyput on many passages are quite ridiculous.
For example, they quote the words of Jesus, which were obviously meant to be symbolic:

iwhoso eateth My flesh and drinketh My blood

Al ongside this they print the absurd comment:
But many of their Aunfulfilled propdoeensi eso r ea
of themrelating to the Second Coming of Christ. Of course they are unfulfileget.

My purpose in quoting this book is not justdecry it. | want to put on record that in all this
collection there is only one fiunfulfilled prophe

This is a prophecy in Ezekiel about Egypt which apparently has never come tdRExbsips
it is to be fulfilled in the futuralthough this seems rather unlikely. Perhaps the language is
intended to be figurativalthough this does not look very likely, either. ffagys we shall have to
wait a while for the real solution of the problem.

Think of what this implies. Twoapd brains wrestled for years, trying to prove the Bible full
of unfulfilled prophecies and broken promises. And the result? Only one solitary passage that
presents a real problem.

Since so many other problems have been solved in course of time, there is little doubt that this
one also will be solved one day.

To the question, fADoes God ever break His prom
As far as we are able to telb!
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21
Is The Bible Unscientific?

But what about the 6theeBi bfleeloiochvpekrs.t itibhSewsren v vy
dmit that a scientist candt possibly believe e\

To hear people talk like that, you would think that every scientist was an unbeliever. But this
is very far from the truth.

I personally know many well qualified scientists who know the Bible far more intimately than
almost any of its detractors. They include two full professors in British universities, and at least a
dozen with doctorates awarded for scientific research. Neadgy emne of the Bibleeading
scientists known to me has come to the conclusion that the whole Bible is true. And there are
thousands of other scientists outside my own circdeuding some eminent men in their field
who are equally convinced of the truth of the Bible.

Since scientists are divided in their opinions about the Bible, we can afford to look at the
matter without prejudice, and form our own opinions. What, then, are the real facts?

First of all, it is important to realise that science andBifde do not often come into contact.
There is no reason why they should. They are concerned with different things.

Science is concerned with the questionhofv things happen. But the Bible tells wdy
things happen.

To appreciate the distinction, consider the question of death. Medical science is gradually
unl ocki ng Nat ur elaising whashappens ia sur organs @s we xgrow old and
die. This new knowledge is very valuable. It has enabled doctors to combat death so effectively
that the agrage span of human life has been doubled within a century.

But science can never explain (a) why we die, or (b) the way to live for ever. This is the

Bi bl eds job. It tells wus:
AnThe wages of sin is death, but the gift of
Lor'd. o

In this one verse the Bible explains both (a) why webdieause of skand (b) the way to live
forevekbby accepting Godds gi ft.

Thus science and the Bible each have their place. Each tells us something we could not learn
from the dher. Usually their spheres of interest do not overlap.

But sometimes the two do come into contact. Then the question arises: does the Bible conflict
with scientific knowledge?

To answer this question we must look carefully at the two main areas where conflict is said to
occur. One of these is in the stories of miracles in the Bible. The other is the account of creation
in Genesis.

It is essential to do this in a spirit of reasonableness. There are some Christians who take the
attitude, @ldfi cs ci e mee Be dhter, so much the worse f
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ose reactionciisentthed iecx adtt

are some scientists w
f | ore. o

h
a | oad of ancient ol k
Both these shutinded attitudes are sadly mistaken. They do no service to Christ, to Science,
or to Truth. Neither Bibldelievers nor scientists have anything to lose from thoughtfully
considering the other sideb6s point of view. The\)

Miracles

The general public seems think that scientists are unusually logical people, with minds as
accurate as electronic computers. But those who work among scientists know that this is not true.

We scientists are just as human as anyone else. We make the same foolish mistakes, and we
suffer from vanity, impatience and prejudice, just like the rest of mankind.

When a scientist declares that miracles cannot happen, he is not stating a scientific fact. He is
merely expressing his own prejudiced opinion. And a thoroughly unscientific oping too.

Professor Horrobin, a medical scientist who shows no sign of being aliildeer, has
recently warned his fellow scientists about this. He says:

ARnThe scientist begins with the belief that th
begins by believing that unique events which cannot be explained by natural law do not
happen. Since by definition, by act of faith, the scientist excludes miracles from the realm of
science, he can hardly use science to demonstrate that they canmot occ

fi T h e -occusrence of miracles is part of the scientific creed. It is therefore arguing in a
circle to say that science demonstrates that miracles do not occur. The premise is the same as
the corlusion.- . . | am not saying that true miracles do Occur. All | am showing is that
science has not demonstrated that they do not occur, and nor will it ever be able to make such
a demondtration. o

Horrobin is unquestionably right. Scientists cannot prove that miracles do not occur. They
assumeat.

This isnot just perverseness on the part of scientists. We have to make this assumption about
our experiments, for a very good reason. We should never make any progress unless we did.

Let me illustrate what | mean. Some years ago medical scientists noticed a horrifying increase
in the number of def ormed babies being born. T
miracle. This is a curse from God on our wicked

But that would have gone against the basic principle of science:
ALook f or t hestists raledsoset the ided @f agnaacle, and looked for a scientific
explanation. They found one. The deformities were being caused by a drug, thalidomide.

It is therefore reasonabl e, and necessary, for
that miracles are not occurring in my | aborator)

But some scientists are not content with this. They want to go a big step further. They add,
nAnd | shall al so assume that miracles never ha
not necessg, and not reasonable either. No scientist who has thought the matter out would ever
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make such an absurd statement.

Science cannot possibly tell us whether the miracles recorded in the Bible occurred or not. All
that science can do is to agree with common sense, and admit that the Bible minaldbave
occurred.

But is it likely that they reallglid? To answer that question we must look more closely at the
facts.

The Miracles of the Bible

The very first thing a scientist looks for in a new theorg wh a't he calls Aintern
In other words, do the various parts of the new theory agree with each other; or does one part
contradict another? Before he does anything else, the man who produces a new theory must make

sure it is internally consistent.

You would be surprised how many promising new theories fall down because of this. Internal
consistency does not prove a theory true. But it does at least give the new theory a chance.

The great thing to remember about the miracle stories ofitiie B this.They are part of an
internally consistent picturdn other words, they are what you would expect.

Christianity is an altogether miraculous religion. The existence of an inspired Bible is a
miracle. The coming of the Son of God into the world was a miracle. His resurrection was a
miracle. Our hope of eternal life, in a world where death is the universal rule, is a miracle. The
fact that God hears prayer is a miracle.

Against this background, is it surprising that the Son of God, and sorhe pfdphets and
apostles, are reported as working some miracles? Of course not. It would have been much more
surprising if they hadndét worked any miracl es!
There is another important point in favour of accepting the miracle stories of the Bible. They
are all so eminently sensible. None of them occurs without a good reason. They all take place in
a seemly way.

Most of the miracles of Jesus were miracles of healing. A few involved the most extreme
form of healingrestoring the dead to life. On a few occasidtke provided food or drink or
money for people who needed it. Twice He rescued His disciples from probable shipwreck.

This leaves only one miracle unaccounted for: the cursing of the barren fig tree. And we saw
in the previous chapter that there was an extremely good reason for this.

So every single miracle of Jesus was performed for a purpose. Every one was necessary. He
never did anything merely to be able to say, AL
do. 0 He was, i n fawertnthattwaynbptrefusedtodosaads e Hi s

His miraculous birth from a virgin was equally necessary. He had to have one human parent.
Otherwise He would not have been able to share our human feelings. But He can, because
through His mother He inherited our weak human nature. Consequently, as the New Testament
says,

iwe have not a High Priest who is wunable to s
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in every respect has been tempted aswgaet wi t ho'ut sinning. o

Without one human parent He would eewnave known what temptation was. But if He had
had two human parents He could never have conquered every temptation. And the last three
words of the quotation above declare that He did conquer all temptations. He had to have one
divine Parent to inherit enough strength to do that.

So the virgin birth is not just a wondstory tacked on to the Gospels as an afterthought. It
was an absolute essential to the life and work of Jesus. Without it He could never have been what
He was.

This is equally true of Hs r esurrection from the dead. God
around it. Our assurance of eternal life depends upon it, say3/ARaljlas we saw in Chapter 7,
it provides a powerful argument for belief in the Bible.

All the miracles in the Bible fall into this general pattern. They all have a purpose, even
though, in a few cases, the purpose is not obvious at first glance. And they all fit into the overall
theme of the Bible, namely, the working out of (

Bible miracles are on an altogether higher level than the miracles recounted in other ancient
books. The book of Tobit, written between 200 and 100 B.C., tells how a demon called
Asmodeus slew one after another the seven husbands of a Jewish girl on their wedding nights.
But then she married Tobias, and this time the demon was driven off by the smell of burning fish,
and so they all lived happily ever after.

If the Bible contained stories like that, we might have something to worry about.

Language We CanUnderstand

The Bible always recounts miracles in the language of the common man. This again is what you
would expect. If God had told us the exact scientific explanation of the miracles we probably
should not be able to understand half of them, even today. And earlier tgmreer@ould not

have understood a word of it.

A university |l ecturer in geography once said
until the sun goes down. o0 It would have been <ch
you should know that the sun doesndét go down; tt

Yet people make just that sort of objection to a story in the Book of Joshua. Towards the
close of a successful battle, night was drawing on. Joshua prayed for the opportunity to complete
the moppingup operati ons. Hi s prayer was answered. Th
and the mdon stayed. o

So the objectors rush in with their fatuous <co
of the universe, andthesunandmgoa r ound i t! o

Or , only one degree | ess absurd: AThis would n
That would have been like slamming on the brakes in a bus travelling at a thousand miles an
hour. The eartho6és surface would have been wreckece
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| f Joshua <could have heard these comment s, h
awkward, 0 he might have said. il merely intend:¢
lengthened the daylight for me. | was not concerned with the astronomy, or the pbiyshes,

situation. My readers understood me perfectly,

Similar principles apply to a number of other miracle stories. When Jesus went to heaven, He
went Aupo. His rising’body disappeared into a cl

This was not intended to teach that the earth is flat, and that God lives just above the clouds.
It conveys a simple message which men of all ages have been able to understand. We live on
earth; God lives somewhere else, called heaven.

We do not know, and we need not ¢gtest where that isr even if it has a location within
t he HAsippgececonti nuumo that scientists speak of. V
He went to join His Father. That is all we need to know.

One more comment, before we leave miracles. Always resist the temptation tpquioh
something because it sounds unlikely. Scientists are always coming unstuck when they do that.
When | was a small boy my mother told me of balls of fire that would sometimes descend

from the sky during thunderstorns.Thunder bol t s6, she called them.
At secondary school I was told that this was a

daYsai d that thunderbolts of this sort were @i macg
But not for l ong. Nowadays thunderbolts are i

l ightningodo, to make them respectabl é, and eminer

Some people have never been able to accept the
i mpossibility, 0 abyhBeigg, noanateer hewamighty, tofistoe rup all the
information there ever was, on every subject. o

This sort of objection looks pretty feeble, nowadays. There is a chemical in our bodies, called
DNA, that stores up information in its molecules. Those blue eyes you inherited from your
mother, for example, were passed on from her to you by a molecule of DNA.

A scientist has described how efficiently DNA holds information.

AnThe information stored in one manosodNA woul
them so long that it would®go round the earth

If those shelves were put into a tightly packed library, in bzades ten shelves high, with
gaps only five feet wide between them, the library would fill the whole of Europe and Asia, or
nearly half the total | and surface of the earth
to be stored in your own body.

The Flood

Of all the miracles recorded in the Bible, the biggest by far is the Flood. It is also the one that has
provoked the greatest amount of disbelief.

In this particular case the objections are not unreasonable. They deserve careful
consideration. If the Biblical Flood ever took place, it ought to have left some traces. Where are
they?
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In the old days the answer given to this ques"
was thought that the varied surface of the whole earth was just as the Flood had left it. But when
men began to study geology, about two centuries ago, problems began to arise. A grdat deal o
evidence was found that showed the structure o
forming. The idea of a worldiide flood was gradually abandoned by practically all geologists,
for want of evidence.

From time to time some Bibleeliever has tried to prove that the foundations of modern
geol ogy are quite false, and that the earlier
Price' tried this in 1923; Morris and Whitcorttin 1962.

Even many Biblébelievers, who would like to be convirtehave found these arguments
unconvincing®So it is not surprising that practically
Ge ol o g yoat.wishilig to Hismiss it out of hand, | can only say that it is not an impossible
theory but a very unlikely one.

Fortunately there is a much simpler solution to the problem of the Flood. It depends to some
extent on a recognition of our old friend, Hebrew idiom.

This affects the issue in two ways. First, as we shall see in Chapter
*3, Hebrew methods of datingese not exact like ours. Because of this we cannot be at all sure
when the Flood occurred. It may have been many thousands of years ago.

Secondly, we need to consider the following Biblical statements:

(a) All countriescame to Joseph in Egypt to buy cétn.

(b) The nations under the whole heawmtame afraid of Israél.

(c) Ahab looked everywhere for Elijamissing no nation or kingdoM.

(d)Nebuchadnezzar rulagheresoever the children of men dwélt.

(e)Cyrus ruledall the kingdoms of the eartf.

Ml n Paul 6s day t heevayacregiueelunderheavéipr eached t o

In all six passages the words in italics look like a tremendoustatement. Obviously they
were not intended to be taken literally. We are up against a Hebrew idiom, which can fairly be
stated like this:

When the Hebrews spoke of #AAII the peoples of
meant it in a |imited sense. They meant either
AAl'l the peoples wioth whom God is dealing

We must take this into account when we read the Genesis record of the Flood. This says that
iAll the high hills that wer & Does this necessariy whol e

include Ben Nevis and the Himalayas and the Rockies, and all the other mountains that Israel had
never heard of? In the light of the sayings (a) to (f) quoted above, the answer seems inescapable:
no.

Under this watery covering, fi ADid thisfneécessahly di ed t h
include the kangaroos in Auatia, and the llamas in South America? To any Hebrew reader the
most reasoable answer would again be: no.

This all adds up to one thing. There is nothing in Genesis to prove that the Flood was world
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wide. In the idiom of its Hebrew readers, Genesis indicated that the Flood certainly affected all
of that part of the world with which God was dealing. It does not tell us whether or not it affected
the rest of the earth.

The cradle of human civilisation was the land of Irag, and especially the valldys igris
and Euphrates. This is the area where Eden was. This was the country where the Tower of Babel
was built. This was Abrahamés homel and?® This, &
must have been the area where the Flood occurred.

I't may have occurred in the days when the whol
me n o, i s o nsee ChépterAd)divead in that area. If so, the whole human race except
Noah and his family would have perished in the Flood. In this case it must dyspened a very
long time ago, and any direct evidence of it would seem to have been erased by time.

But there is plenty of geological evidence of an indirect nature to support the possibility of a
great flood having occurred in those parts. Some very great earth movements have occurred in
this area since the end of the last Ice Mg is, during the past ten or fifteen thousand years.

The region is surrounded by four seas, the Black Sea, the Caspian, the Mediterranean and the
Persian Gulf. If the wholeegion was once depressed below sea level, great walls of water would
have rushed in from all sides. The Genesis Flood might well have happened in this way.

To sum up, we do not know for sure whether the Flood was winkddor not. Although there
are many obstacles to believing in a wenidle Flood, and no real evidence that one ever
occurred, the difficulties can be resolved by regarding the Flood as a more local affair. The idiom
of the Old Testament strongly supports such an interpretation.

Consequeiy there is no reason for disbelieving in the Flood, and one overwhelming reason
for believing: Jesus Christ believed irfit.

Creation

The Bible starts off with a grand statement: il
ear®h. o

In the old days men regarded this as an obvious truth. The universe did not come from
nowhere. Somebody must have made it. If God did not make it, who did?

But nowadays men arenotsosimpi¢ nded. They pounce on that wor
assume itwas madebyapesn?0 t hey ask. Ailt might just as we
of natural forces. 0

There is one thing wrong with that argument. Scientists have so far failed completely to
explain how the universe could have come into being on its own. And even when they try to do

so, they still find themselves using the word 0c
The fly i n t he atheistso oi nt ment i s a sci
Thermodynamics. This says that in any system of things,tsdtmeng cal |l ed #fAentropy

increasing We have found the law to be true for every system we have been able to investigate,
from tiny little testtubes in the laboratory, right up to the world as a whole. There is every reason
to suppose that it applies to the solar system, and to the greatest systetimeofiaiVerse.
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Wh a t i s this fentropyo? It can only be defi
mat hemati cs. But it i s neaupnensosudg.h Itto aspapyl itehsatp @
the mixedupness of the heat in a system.

For example, when you add cold cream to boiling coffee, the cream warms up and the coffee
cools down. Very sooswithyaow almodv e ad | c g dfh el cafnfee
try and get Dback your <cold cream and boiling cc
mixed-upness always increases, never decreases.

Think of your house and garden as a-selfitained system. In winter you have a nice warm
house in an unpleasantly cold garden. Go away for a week, and leave the house to itself. It cools
down to the temperature of -ugndsg ofghersystem has The fie
increased.

As soon as you come home you set to work to put things right. You want to reduce the mixed
upness, and make the house hotter than the garden again. There is only one way you can do this.
You could, if you were desperate, burn your furniture and floorboards. But this would not last
long. Sooner or later you would have to bring in a source ofduedt gas, oil, electricitfrom
outside.There is noting you ca doinsidea closed system to reduce its mixguhess.

Bringing in heat from outside is fine for you. But it is not so good for the world as a whole.
Every time you heat your house you help to increase the ropeess of the world. One day all
t he wor |l dos-calpand od, @arsl nadufal gaseaad uranium for atomic power stations,
and any other sources we may yet discavér | | al | be usedupnmeps.willThe eart
have become complete.

There will then be only one hope for the futuree Whall have to bring in heat from outside.
This would mean relying on the sun as our only source of heat.

But the sun is losing weight at a tremendous rate. It is millions of tons lighter now than when
you started reading this <chapter. One day the
mixedupness of the solar system will have reached its limit.

After that we might, if we were clever enough, bring in energy from outside the solar system.
But this would only increase the mixgghess of the univee as a whole. Eventually the mixed
upness of the whole universe would be complete.

And that would be that.

I have been speaking as if Man were solely responsible for increasing theupiest of the
uni ver se. I n fact he is only making a very smal
universe is igreasing its own mixedpness by natural processes at a fantastic rate, without any
help from us.

This means that the universe can be likened to a wrist watch, steadily ticking away. There are,
howe\er, two very different theories as to what kind of a wrist watch it is. Some scientists regard
it as being like an ordinary wrist watch, that was wound up once and will go on running down
until it stops. A second group of scientists think of it as more like angetfing watch, that will
go on ticking away for ever.

But in both theories the scientists cannot quite get away from the need for a Creator. In both
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theories they still wuse the word ficreationo, de:

The first theory is often cale t he t heory of the ABig Bang Uni
theory there must have been a ti me, l ong ago, W
when the universe was at its starting point, asnixed-up as it could possibly be. One leading
adherent to this theory, Professor A. R. Ubbelohde of London University, shows no sign of
wanting to uphold a belief in God. Yet in a book dealing with this topic, he describes the
uni versebds starting point as: fi T hdawn bfereation Bi rt h 0

BN

in t3 me. o

In another part of the same book he discusses whether we might ever be able to reverse the
universal tendency towards increasing mixgmess. By a highly mathematical argument he
shows t hat we cannot , but t hat i t demtiogbur be don
ordinary methods® 2 ©

Apart from the use of the plural, this reads like an excellent definon of God. Al nt e

beings not dependent on our methodso, i ndeed! H
get ? Why candét the Professor say, fiThe Creator
The other theory of the unbvetrseeUnsverfsdeai aheég
in practice, its adherents prefer +{reatomse a mo
Uni véTrseo.

This theory proposes that, to keep the minpdess of the universe constant, fresh matter is
being created throughout the universe all the time. The amount needed would be vast. The
Astronomer Royal estimated it at the equivalent of 50,000 bduesize of our sun, being
createcevery secon® Yet the theory does not explain how this matter could be created, or what
(or who) is doing the creation.
Which takes more faith? To believe in a theory
God created the heaven and the eartho?

A Six-Day Job?

inltdéds not the actual fact of creation that Dboth
What | candét swallow is the teaching of Genesi s
thousand years ago. 0

A great many people will sympathise with Larry. If Genesis really did teach this, then it
would beinhea® n col |l i sion with the facts of science.
not just theories, or opinions, but well established facts.

Many of the statements trotted out by scientists about prehistoric events are only opinions. |
shall be discussing some of these in the next two chapters, where the origin of life will be
considered.

But we cannot treat the facts of geolodgelthis. Many lines of evidence show that the earth
is immensely old. Much of this evidence is too technical to discuss here. Some of it is extremely
simple.

The earthds crust abounds iingtrdcessfplankdanimilhese ar
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life. For instance, coal is fossilisedvegetaon. Al t hough only a small par
been explored, a million million tons of coal have already been discovered.

That may not sound very much, but it is actually enough to provide balfketful for every
square yard of the earthés surface. And a far gi
is obvious that countless generations of plants and animals must have lived and died to produce
all the fossils in the earth.

Some Christian writers have disputed this. They have argued that perhaps all these fossils
were produced at one time, either at the time of the Flood or of some earlier worldwide disaster.
But this is quite impossible. Coal is almost pure carbon, whilst véegetadntains only a small
proportion of carbon. Consequently it must have taken something like a ton of vegetation to
produce a hundredweight of coal. Even if Noah had lived when the earth was completely covered
with dense jungle, there would still not have been nearly enough vegetation in his world to
produce all the coal that exists today.

Others have suggested that God created all these fossils just léadmézientists. This
obviously wildl not do. As o0one f@htheiAgthol ohalie wr i t er |
even a @White lie.o

There is a better way to approach the problem. That is, to accept the evidence that the earth is
many millions of years old, and then to have another look at Genesis to see what it really does
tell us.

We must begin by realising that Genesis was never intended to teach science. It was written in
very simple language, to teach some profound truths to all mankind. Those simple words made
sense to the Hebrews in the dawn of civilisation. The marvel is that tileynzke a very
favourable impression on many scientists today.

The simplicity of the language is itself remarkable. It is said that the vocabulary of Genesis 1
contains only severtsix root words, in the original HebreftJust what is this simple language
trying to tell us?

We have already had a number of lessons in not jumping @usions. Hebrew is a highly
figurative language, full of worgictures and figures of speech which are not intended to be
taken literally. Hebrew idiom is quite differefitom English idiom.
So there is no simple answer to the question,
picture is quite clear. It teaches that God created the universe and everything in it. But when we
try to undestand the details, various possibilities arise.

One suggestion is that the chapter describes-areation, not theoriginal creation of the
eart h. It begins with a picture of an earth fdwi
Jeremiah in a passage where he is talking aboutdabeught to destructiot.So, this theory
suggests, the earth was teeming with life in earlier ggcdb ages, and then, for some reason,
God wiped everything out. Then He restored it to working order, as described in Genesis 1.

There are many variations on this theme. It has fairly recently been advocated by Dr. L. M.
Davies, a geologist with high qualificatiofsHe ar gued that the withdrawa
brought on a sort of Asuper ice ageodhateong bef o
destroyed every living thing, and set the stage for the events described in Genesis I.
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When is a Day Not a Day?

There are two maj or -oorbgetcitdmtnst teoorailels .t hFeisrestir
global disaster so tremendous as to wipe out every vestige of life oraedrtlet so gentle as to
have left no record to show geologists that it ever occurred.
Secondly, Genesis 1 does not seem like-ereation story. It reads like a record of the entire
creation as we know it. In the days evhscientists were not ashamed to refer to the Bible, one
wrote in a leading scientific journal:

AiThe order in which the flora and fauna are sai
written by Moses] to have appeared upon the earth, corresponds with that which the theory of
Evolu i on requires, and tHh%e evidence of geology pr

This is broadly, though not precisely, true. We must also explain the appearance of the sun,
moon and stars on the Afourth dayo of Genesi s
-that is, about half way thugh the work of creation. This can be done fairly simply. It probably
means that they became visible at t hat ti me, t |
atmosphere.

The order of events in Genesis 1 then becomes remarkably close to the order that a modern
geologist would draw up. Many scientists have been deeply impressed by this similarity. It seems
far too great to be a mere coincidence. No, it seems almost undeniable that Genesis 1 is a broad
picture of the entire geological history of thethaand a remarkably accurate one, at that.

In that case, what are we going to do about those six days?

I n our day and age that sh-0adtagamd esged? nbv ipd erbt
here is one expression where a day is not a day.)

Now consider Genesis 2: 4, which concludes the record of creation with-seoiemce
summary:

story) of t h

ifiThese are the generations (the
the earth and tF

createdinthedayt hat t he Lord God made

SoGenesievi dently wuses fAdayo in a figurative sens
those six days added up to only one day. If a day always means a day, then this arithmetic
becomes i mpossible. But if a day means fia peri oc

Moreover, during the first fivanda-bit of those six days there were no men or women upon
the earth. Those Ikalyaog/have beert days measuoed en,a humarescalen
They must surely have bednay s me a s ur e dandthose Gre eyiffereat ¢raml the
days we know.

In two places the Bible warns us that Godods ti

fione day is with the Lord as a tHousand years,
Moses stretches out the time scale stildl furtd
(Godds) sight are * as a watch in the night

These statements are obviously not meant to be t
mil eo of an Ordnance Sur gseypressadpn.poelicHaaguage, tha mer el
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the eternal God is not bound by the same time scale as ourselves. So one way of solving our
problem is to say that the world was created in
as the geologists want to make them.

But there is an even better way of vi ewi ng Ge
actual days when Godid the workof creation. They could have been the days on which God
revealed the storyf creation to one of His inspired historians. §hiea goes back to a
nineteentkcentury German, J. H. Kurtz, and has been worked Out in great detail by a modern
archaeologist®

If we view Genesis 1 in this way, practically all the problemagpgar. It harmonises with the
teaching of the rest of the Bible. It enables every scientist to hold up his head and say, as did the

first astronauts wever to approach the moon: il
HEAVEN AND THE EARTH. o

To many a scientist this not only makes sense. It solves a problem émettescannot touch.
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22
Why Some Biologists Think Darwin Was Wrong

| can see him now, sitting in my office with his jaw hanging down. The look of horror on his face
was matched by the tone of his voice.

AiYou donot mean to say you actually donot bel i
from a British university, come to discuss the research | was doing. We got on famously for a
few hours. And then he happened to mention evolution, and | told him what | thought about it.

He could not have been maosbocked if | had said | did not believe in the Law of Gravity.
When | added that plenty of biologists as well qualified as himself (he had a doctorate in a
biological science) shared my views, he just would not believe me. We parted good friends, but |
think he still considers me a trifle mad.

The trouble was that he was an Expafdrshipper. We saw in Chapter 13 that experts are
usually right about facts, but very frgently wrong in their opinions. And unfortunately they
have got the public just wherbdy wantitaccepting the expertsd opini
unquestionable.

(If you cannot recall to mind the evidence produced in Chapter 13, it would be a good idea to
read it again, now. It forms a very necessary introduction to this chapter and the next one.)

I gave him four reasons why |, as a scientist, regard the theory of evolution as one of the most
unlikely theories | know.

(1) Several eminent biologists have shot holes through it.

(2) Other eminent biologists have admitted that they only hdiok philosophical reasons,
not because the biological evidence is sound.

(3) There is not just one version of the theory of evolution, but a hundred and one. Many gaps
have to be filled in by guesswork, and the guesses change from biologist to biologist and from
day to day.

(4) There are a number of serious objections to the theory, that no biologist has yet answered.

I shall expand each of these four reasons below, but only briefly. There are plenty of
specialist books on the subject where the exidds set out in more detaif
Before | aunching out on these reasons, one thing¢
means different things to different people. People use the word in engineering, for instance.

You can see a collection of aeroplanes, from the earliest to the most modern, in the aviation
section of the Smithsonian Museum at Wagton. This collection is said to illustrate the
Afevolutiono of the modern aircraft. But nobody
aircraft gae birth to the next.

As we saw in the previous chapter, there is evidence that life has been on the earth for
millions of years. The simpler forms of life came first, the more complicated later. In some
natural history museums you can see fossils of these ancient animals lined up, from the earliest to
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the latest.

Some people use the word 0ntweodfthése foseils. Ifthat descr i
is how you use the word, well and good. | shall not use it that way myself, because | think it is

msl|l eadi ng. Personally, I prefer to speak of the
fossil ani mal s. But t he most scientific expres
completely neutral.

I shall use the word fevol utionbymatural ptocessese way o
al oneo. I n other words, to describe the belief
of life on this earth. This is the way biologists commonly use the word. This is the way it is used
by the wrters whose words | shall quote.

All the quotations that follow are from scientific books and j@ls. None of them was
written with any religious purpose in mind, so far as | have been able to tell.

(1) Biologists Who Doubt Evolution

If you have a biologist friend who is hooked on evolution, persuade him to go to France for a
year. He will come back a changed man. French biology has for many years been in a turmoil
over evoltion.

A few years ago an American scientific journal reviewed the scenancé.

AnThis year saw the controversy rapidly growi
6Should We Burn Darwin?06 s piSaeacdetVig.er two pages
AnThe article, by the science writer Ai m® Mich
such specialists as Mrs. Andrée Tetry, professor at the faBwle des Hautes Etudasd a
world authority on problems of evolution, Professor Réné Chauvin and other noted French
biologists ...
iAi m® Mi chel s ¢ oncl lassidalotheoryi of evadutiog miit$ strictssense: t he
belongs to the past. Even if they do not publicly take a definite stand, almost all French
specialists hold today strong mentaf reservati ot

In 1960 an evolutionist wupset his fellow evolut
He published a bodkmildly pointing out that many of the arguments on which evolution was
based were unsound. He did not reject evolution out of hand. He merely declared ghatit W n o t

a proved facto. He said, in effect, AFor pityéds
to base it on. o
But the most i mpressive testimony of all/l has co

biologists. The late Dr. W. R. Thompson was elected a Fellow of the Royal Stha@ejyeatest

scientific honour in the British Commonwealth. He held the important post of Director of the
Commonwealth Institute of Biological Control.

Because of his high standing, he was invited to write thedattion to a new edition of
Darwinbés Origin of Species which was published
stat ement of where the theory of evolution st
introduction for yourself. It will probably amaze you.

He drew the following conclusions:

Page 180 of 245
www.carelinks.net




Godds Trut h!

(1) That the general public should be warned to take the theory of evolution with a large grain of

salt, because it is still a long, long way from being proved.

(2) That respectable scientific theories are basedatid facts, but the theory of evolution is

based on a weird hotchpotch of facts and guesswork.

(3) Biologists are even guilty of deceiving the general public, by deliberately suppressing the true

facts about the theory of evolution.

Here are some of Dr. Thompsonés actual stat ement

AEvol uti on, i f it has occurred, can in a rathe
therefore to show that it has occurred historical evidence is required. History in the strict sense is
dependent on human testimony. Since this is not available with respect to the development of the

world of life we must be satisfied with something less satisfactory.

ilt does appear to me, in the first place, that
palaeontological evidence sudient to prove his views, but that the evidence he did produce was

adverse to them; and | may note that the position is not notably different today. The modern

Darwinian palaeontologists are obliged, just like theidpoessors and like Darwin, to water

downthe factswith subsidiary hypotheses which, however plausible, are in the nature of things
unverifiable.

AfiThe advent of the evolutionary i dea, due mai
biological research. But it appears to me that owing precisely to the nature of the stimulus, a
great deal of this work was directed into unprofitable channels or devoted to the pursuit of
will -o -Bhe-wisps.| am not the only biologist of this opinion.
nA leodurqigandegr ett abl e effect of theladdictouotcess of
biologists to unverifiable speculation.

i As we thérenis avgreat divergence of opinion among biologist$,only about the
causes of evolution but even about the actual prodéss. divergence exists because the
evidence is unsatisfactory and does not permit any certain conclutiagngherefore right
and proper to draw the attention of the +swentific public to the disagreements about
evolution. But some recent remarkseMolutionists show that they think this unrezsole.

This situation, where scientific men rally to the defence of a doctrine they are unable to define
scientifically, much less demstrate with scientific rigourattempting to maintain its credit

with the public by the suppression of criticism and the elimination of difficukiegnormal

and undesirable in science.

AThus are engendered those fragile facdwer s of
and fiction mingle in an inextricable cdosion That these constructions correspond to a
natur al appetite there can be no doubt. It is

what may be called the classical method of satisfying this appéfitgeare beginning to

realise now that the method isasundand the satisfaction illusory. But to understand our

own thinking,to see what fallacies we must eradicate in order to distageneral biology on

a scientific basisye can still return with profit to the sourbeo o k whi ch iofs 6 The O
Specifes6. o

Did you ever read anything like it? It is doubtful whether anything to match it has occurred in
the recent history of science. Here is a world authority setting Out to expose the sorry state of his
own branch of science, and to warn the gener al |
eyes.
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Now compare this with the words that follow. They were written only a few years earlier by
another famous man, H. G. Wells.

(2) Biologists Who Walk by Faith, not Fact

iOne t hi nigotadnefacthasrevenemarged, in a stupendous accumulation of facts, to

throw a shadow of doubt wupon what is stild!l cal | e
No rational mind can question the invincible nature of the

evolutiohary case. 0

Wel | , wel | . As Hamletds mother would have sai
thinks. H. G. Wells was a qualified scientist and a respected historian. He was far too intelligent
and wellread a man not to know the truth about evolution. Why should hstateis case in
that blustering fashion?

There is one obvious explanation. Look at it this way. Throughout this book | have tried to be
fair. Where a particular argument against the Bible is childish, | have said so. Where an objection
is weighty | have admitted it, and said it needs careful examination. Occasionally | have admitted
that, as yet, a certain problem cannot be solved.

Suppose that, instead of doing this, I had use
words in defence of my own casig this:

AiNot one fact has ever emerged, in a stupendou
doubt upon the Bible. No rational mind can question the invincible nature of thelBile i ever 6 s
case. 0
What ever would you have thought of me? You wou
religious fervour has got the better of him. Hi
you would have been right.

Il sndt it obvious that this criticianguage?ppl i es t
He was well known for his strong views as an atheist. Evidently his religious fervour or
irreligious fervour or whatever you call the fervour of an atheisst have affected his attitude
to evolution.

Professor Kenneth Walker is another popular author who plugged evolution in his books.
Fortunately he was not so stagyed about it as Wells. He frankly admitted why he and others
accepted Darwinbés theory:

AfDar winds theory of evolution is retained be
satishctory to put in its place. A mechanical explanation of the procession of life on this
planet is required and no such explanation, other than that offered by Darwin, éerfurtt.
Thisbeingsot here is no alternative to that ‘of retali
(The italics are mine.)

He spoke for many ot he evol uti oni sthasis, besi des
one that leaves God out of acconas fArequi red?o. By hook or by ¢
acceptable to an atheistheado be f ound. Darwinbés explanation we
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the gap. It was the best of a bad lot.
Another evolutionist has told some interesting tales in a recent magazine article:

nNot |l ong ago a professor wrote an article g
possible terms, about the authenticity of a certain-éind ended a friendship of thirty years.
On another occasion an eminent anthropologist arose to speak at a meeting given in his
honour, and began reminiscing about the edalys of his career when his ideas concerning
human evolution had been ignored. But he managed to complete only a few sentences of his
talk. Then, overcome by the recollection of years of frustration, he lowered his head and burst
into tears. Investigators have stalked out of meetings, indulged in personal vituperation (in
technical journals, as well as privately), argued over priorities, accused colleagues of stealing
their ideas.

iSuch behaviour may be somewhat | @®meansc ommon 1
unknown in other areas of science, but its incidence has been strikingly high ameng pre
historians. The reason for this occupational ailment is obscurd, inaly have something to
do with the shor f(Bhgiwlicodremne) i d evi dence. 0

(3) The Way they Change their Views

Take a good look at the picture facing page 216. It may be the last of its kind you will see.
You have seen pictures like it before, of course. They appear in school text books and
chil drends e nc ysinlmore soghidticades yoluraes. we | | a

Those things lolloping around in the water like a group of Loch Ness Monsters are called
Abrontosaur so. There is no doubt that creatures
fossils, some of them practically complete.

The imaginary part of the picture is not the animals, but the water. In 1971 a paper was
publishedinatop evel scientific journal, Aprovingodo that
al’The old ideas wer e fc o n editheediter. Broy® aduer nso | w esr heenddot
long-necked hippopotamuses as was previously thought, but just prehistoric giraffes, so to speak.

One of the really great problems for evolutionists is how life began.
Once upon a time there was a young planet, steaming hot and lifeless.
It cooled down a bit. Then, presto! life appeared, says the evolutionist.
But how?
One snag is that Adeado matter i s composed of v
life could even think of appearing on the stage, thousandsnafl molecules had to gang up
together and form one big molecule. How did they manage it?

For some time experimental scientists were baffled. Their attempts in the laboratory to
conduct shotgun marriages between small molecules were frustrated. Then came a breakthrough.
They found that small molecules were quite happy to hold hands with each other under one
condition: there must be no oxygen around. But one fifth of the air we breathe consists of
oxygen. Wouldnét that putoinigap?d t o any chance of

In 1965 two scientists, L. V. Berkner and L. C. Marshall, came up with a brilliant solution.
They Aprovedo that the amount of oxygeff in the
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days when life appeared, there was practically no oxygen present at all. Evolutionists were
jubilant, and showered Berkner and Marshall with praise.

Their joy was somewhat premature. In 1970 R. T. Brinkman of the California Institute of
Technology spoilt everything. He had-ergamined the Berkner and Mardhidleory, and found
that they had got their sums wrong. There was thousands of times more oxygen in the air when
life appeared than Berker and Marshall had thought.

In an article describing the impact of Bri nk m:
result precludes biologic#l evolution as present
In simple English that means, AThe theory of

work. o Yet hardly an evolutionist turned a hair
happening that it does not worry them any more.

It is a pity that the layman is unable to follow the controversies in the biological journals. If
he could, he would realise that the foutnolas of evolution are as firm as quicksands in a
hurricane.

Fortunately, we are not entirely dependent on the technical press. Evolutionists often Write
books for the general public. You only need to read a few of these with an open mind to realise
the true situation.

A popular book of this kind i¥he Naked Apdyy Dr. Desmond Morris! It is his attempt to
explain in simple language what evolutionists believe about man.

I n one chapter he poses the question in the b
have hairy bodies, like our supposed ancestors?

He outlines six theories which evolutionists have used to explain this.

(1) Because we are able to keep cleaner, and hence healthier, with our smooth skins. So the
dirty, parasitenfested apanan with his nasty hairy coat died off, while the sleek cleanrtrae
survived.

(2) Because Man no longer needed a fur coat when he mastered fire. It became more of a
liability than an asset, so it gradually faded away.

(3) All animals are more or less hairless before they are born. For some unexplained reason,
Man finally decided to stay in the befedo@th condition all his life.

(4) Because the particular apean from which we are descended was an aquatic creature,
That is to say, he spent most of his time in the water, like a seal. And who would dream of going
swimming in a furcoat?

(5) Because his bare skin formed a convenient signalling device, thus giving him an advantage
over his competitors.

(6) Because he was originallyameaat er , who had to catch his din
climate grew warmer, and the hairy apan found his coat just too much for higérformance
athletics. So, more often than not, the dinner got away. The poor old hairy one starved into
extinction. But because the suitably attired mo@n could run like lightning, he grew fat and
prospered.

Dr. Morris helpfully explains which five of these theories are Wrong, and why the one he
believes in is fArighto.

You should read stuff like this occasionally. You will find it etdéring. And it will let you
see how an evolutionistés mind works.

But remember as you read to keep asking yourself thefeintythousand dollar question:

ils this sciHdmrddadDn@r0 sci ence
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(4) Questions Evolution Has Not Answered

It was pointed out in Chapter 12 that you expect to find some unsolved problems in edesy fiel
knowledge. There are some problems about the Bible that-Bétilevers have not yet solved.

The trouble with the theory of evolution is that the problems are such big ones, and there are
so many of them. An article in a recent issuéleW Scientisbegan like this:

AThough it i's nearly a cenQnuhe Qrigia of Smeees,Dar wi n
there are still a few weak points in the theory of evolution. Often evolution seems to have
made huge jumps, leaving no traces of any intervenimpg sted no hint that anything but the
complete system coufd have functioned at all .o

This statement is very revealing. It shows the extent to which evolutionists havevashied
themselves. Carefully compare the first and second sentences, and note the differences.

I f Aoftend at the start of Sentence 2 is the r
Sentence 1 is a shocking understatement. There are a lot, not a few.
But that is not all. I f fAevol udfanygimterndesing made h

steps and no hint that anything but the compl et
Aweak pointsodo or tremendous obstacl es?

This is the sort of Aweak pointo that he was
extraordinary nipple. She needs it because she feeds her babies under water. The nipple is
designed to keeptheseeat er out of the baby whalebds sucking
milk in.

Ask an engineer to design you a Hawhoaldsaps feedi

iBut t hat wi || cost you thousands. It woul d be
mechanism. And it would be sure not to work first time. We should have to go through a long
programme of trials, to get it just right.o
Yet Mrs. Whalebds nipple had to work first ti me

of salt water instead of milk, and whales would soon have become extinct. -dekalbped
whale nipple would be worse than useless. If the whale nipple evolved it must meveadnm
one mighty leagrom nothing, to perfection, in one go.

But can anyone call such a great | eap forward
name for it? The whole idea of evolution depends on progress by letaallf stepseach one
small enough to occur by blind chance.

There are certainly hundreds, probably thousands, of equally complex organs that would have
been of little or no use until fully formed. The little archer fish is able to shoot a jet of water
several feet into the air, taring down an insect for his supper. He is a crack shot. He should be,
because he has a very special pair of eyes, quite unlike those of most fish.

Thus he possesses three things: (1) Those special eyes (2) His water pistol (3) The skill to use
it. Until he had all three, the other two were no use to him. They must have come to him all three
at once. How? Even now he has it, he does not really need thisrditeay equipment. He can
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survive perfectly well without it, by eating insects that happen loiriéo the water. Yet
evolution insists that the need for survival is the force behind all natural development!

Migrating birds find their way back to their old nests, thousands of miles away. How did they
develop this extraordinary skill ? Biologists do
could have evolved the ability to do it.

Zool ogists would probably disagree, saying, iy
the stars. o

What do they mean, steer by the stars? No doubt that is fpidwe answer. But is it the whole
story? Of course not. | should like to see a biologist find his way to one particular tree in a forest
five thousand miles away, ifsteering by the star:

Another problem badly needing an answer is that of the time scale of evolution. Development
rarely goes at the right speed to suit the theory. It either takes place far too rapidly (in these
enormous jumps we have just looked at) or else it goes far too slowly.

The horse is a case in point. This animal may be a fast mubuiit has been a dreadfully
sl ow evolver. We have a splendid Afamily treeo
fellow called Eohippus, who is supposed to have lived about fifty million years ago, and works
through a series of intermediate sizes until we get the prdagritorse.

But the worldobés record for sl ow evolving is |
remains indicate that this lived some two or three hundred million years ago. For many years
scientists thought it hadietl out two million centuries ago. Then in 1939 a South African
professor, J. L. B. Smith, discovered that speci
happily around the Indian Ocean. Evidently with this fish evolution has stood still for two
hundred million years.

As the director of Madagascaroés Institute of S

AThroughout hundreds of millions of years th
structure. Hereisne of the great OM{ieiakcsarensnepf evol uti on

Now the length of time life is thought to have been on earth is in the region of a thousand
million years. This cannot, of course, be anything other than the roughest of rough estimates. But
|l etds assume that i1it, and the estimated ages of
correct.
Then what is the total length of time available for the first blob of jelly to have evolved into a
man? Only five times as long as the coelacanth has been lounging around, doing nothing. Only
twenty times as longs it took a small horse to evolve into a big horse. Obviously somebody has
some explaining to do.

Man-A Unique Creature
of all the fibig jumpsd that evolution has faile

that separates man from the animals.
Even that high priest of Evolution, Sir Julian Huxley, has admitted that this is so. He says:
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nOnly along one single | ine i s prtbhedimedfsmn.and i ts
If man were wiped out is in the highest degree imgrable that the step to conceptual thought

would again be takeeven by his nearest kin. After 1,500 million years of evolution progress

hangs on but a single thread. That thread is the humanméra $*(fhedtalics are mine.)

In other words, the appearance of man was a most unlikely event. It was so utterly improbable
that it will almost certainly never happen again. The evolutionist has no idea how this highly
improbable event occurred. Yet his prejudice compels him to dismiss out of hand the obvious
explanatiorthat Divine Power might have caused it.

In particular, there are three things that form an unbridgeable gulf between man and the
animals:
(@) The power of abstract thought
(b) Moral and religious sense
(c) Language

None of these can be explained by the evoluti o
invention of philosophy, and logic, and higher mathematics (yes, and the theory of evolution) are
the outcome of our ability to think abstractly. But they did not help our ancestors iigesurv

Nor did the devel opment of mands mor al sense.
e a r P This i true if we take into account the age to come. But it does not make evolutionary

sense today. By and | arge, trying to live up tc¢
survival. This is particularly true of primitive
Above all evolutionists are completely baff]l
evolutionary theory, language sholdave st arted wit h, AnGrrr, snarl o

should have become more and more complex as time went by.

But the evidence points the other wagnguages nearly always grow simpler with use.

English is a good example. It has three main parents: Latin, Aaton, and Norman
French. The earliest English we can understand
His English had a simpler grammatical structure than the parent languages. Since his day our
language has become simplerl stil

This tendency to grow simpler with time <can
Nevertheless there are thousands of different languages in the world today, many of them almost
incredibly conplex. How did they arise? Nobody can say.

Or, rather, nobody but Bibleelievers can say. There is a perfectly reasonable explanation in
the Bible. It fits the facts. Only prejudice prevents men from accepting it.

In the beginning, God created the first man with the power of speech. His children had only one
language. Then God said:

|l et us go down, and there confound t

nGo t o, h e
rdos speech. So the Lord scattered®them abr

0
anot her o
What is true of language applies also to the many forms of life on earth. The evolutionists have
not really begun to explain how all these complex living things could have evolved on their own.
Again and again they reach a point where the evidence calls fomain ads i o n : AThere mus
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beens ome Creative Hand behind this. o And yet they
the facts but because of their prejudices.

Fortunately there is no need for us to wear blinkers like them. It is necessary to accept the facts
of science. It is not necessary to accept the opinions of certain scientists, not even when they are
palmed off as sa@alled facts. Genesis 1 may have suffered a thousand attacks. But it has come
through them all, unscathed.

As we saw in the previous chapter, Genesis 1 doeset out to tell usiow God created the
world and everything in it; owhenHe did it; orhow longHe took to do it. But this it does tell
us, and this many a scientist believes:

AAnd God said, 6Let the earth bring forth tF
creeping thing and beast of'the earth after its
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How the Human Race Began
In the third chapter of the ospel of Luke th
traced back through David, Aboraheam d Noah t o ASeth, which was t

the son' of God. o

Who was this Adam? We open our Bibles at Genesis chapter ~ and read of his creation as the

very first man. We turn over to chapter 3 and r
our Bible is an olgashioned edition we see the date at the top of the page:

4004 B.C.

Then we shake our heads. How can we possibly

flourishing civilisation in Egypt in 4004 B.C.? Were not cave men livinthensouth of France
in ten or twenty thousand B.C.? And various kinds of shaggyregme long before that?

This is a very real problem. It is probably the biggest, most serious problem that the Bible
believing Christian has to face. But even so, with patience and careful thought a solution can be
found.

One thing we dare not do. We must not take th
myth. o That way | ies disaster.

I have tried to show throughout this book that we must let the Bible speak forWsethust
not twist it, to make it mean what we think it ought to have said. We must let it make its own
message clear to us.

It is necessary to make due allowance for figures of speech in the Bible. We must not treat
poetry as if it were prose, or parables as if they were literal truth. We need to be very, very
careful not to read the Bible as if it had been written by Englishmen; instead, we must read it in
the light of the Hebrew idiom that shines through into the English translation.

And, above all, wesimply must let the New Testament provide us with the key to the Old. If
we doubt what Jesus and His apostles taught about the Old Testament, we shall end up doubting
them in other matters too. Our faith will then prove to be a house built on sand.

So we have to begin with the question: what does the New Testament say about Adam?
The answer is sharply defined, clear and unmistakable.
Adam was a real person. He and his wife, Eve, were the ancestors of the whole human race.

Several lines of evidence leadt t hi s concl usi on. There are the
Gospel in the first paragraph of this chagt&here is the way that Jesus referred to Adam and
Eve. He spoke of them in the same literal way as the other historical characters of the Old
Testament.

Above all, there is the teaching of Paul. As was shown in Chapter 14, his whole teaching
about sin and death and salvation had two foundation stones. One was a historical Adam, whose
sin started a pattern of sinfulness that has affected all his destendlhe other was a historical
Jesus, who came to save some of the sons of Adam from sin and death, and give them everlasting
life.
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Remove one of those twin foundations and the whole structure of Christianity collapses. If
Adamdés sin was a myth, then Christoés righteousne

One thing is certain: Christianityat is, real Christianity, Biblical Christianity, the
Christianity of Christ and His apostlstarts with the sad, true story of events in the Garden of
Eden.

This isour starting point. Within this framework we must look for a solution to our problem.

A number of solutions have been suggested, but | shall not list them all. Most of them have
serious shags attached. The one | shall describe is the one that seems most reasonable to me.

It appeals to me for two reasons. First and foremost, it is based upon careful Bible exposition,
and (unlike some of the other pased solutions) not merely upon a superficial reading of the
English text. Secondly, it makes better stifemsense than any other sugties that has come
my way.

How Long Ago Was Adam?

In a way, the problem is largely an artificial one. That date, 4004 B.C., is not a part of the
original Bible at all. It was put there in the seventeenth century by Archbishop Ussher, who
worked out what he thought was the actual date of creation.

Here and there the Bible fails to supply the exact figures thebfstobp needed for his
calculations. So he had to make a few assiomp. But for a long time most Bibleelievers
thought that he was right to within a century or two.

Many Bible-believers still think so. And this is at the root of our problem. Because it was
shown more than eighty years ago that the Archbishop was probably wrong, not by hundreds but
by thousands of years.

This was clearly demonstrated by a Bibkdieving scholar, W. H.GreélHis discoveries were
taken up and amplified by Urquhart, in a book crammed withdlests Biblical exposition.
Summaries of these ideas can be found in several moeat books.

These Bible students stressed what has been said repeatedly in this book: the Bible was
written by Hebrews, who looked at things diffatly from ourselves. They certainly did not
write history in quite the same way as western historians. They knew what they meant, and so did
their original readers, but we can easily reach wronglosions if we read Hebrew history
wearing European spectacles.

For example, when Hebrew writers gave a genealogy (that is, a family tree) they would
sometimegerhaps quite oftea ki p a generati on or two. I n Matt hi
of Jesus Christ, it s aYietsJoramhwas actéiallyothe sgregredt e g a t Uz z
grandfather of Uzziah, as the Old Testament shows. Matthew deliberately skips over a very black
period in Jewish history.

In the same passage Matthew says there were fourteen generations from the carrying away
into Babylon to Christy e t , as we would count generations, tF
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list.? There are, howevefpurteen names; perhaps Matthew reached his total by counting both
Mary, the mother, and Joseph, the degtper, of Jesus.

Thus when Matt hew speaks of ffiogfefniecriaatliloyn sroe chkeo
g e n e r anbdtiadual Yénerations, as we would regard them. Those men whose names were
worthy of inclusion went in; those whose names were deemed unsuitable were left out.
Sometimes the reason for these omissions is apparent, sometimes not.

The Book of Ezra provides us with another example. Inigqgdtis own genealogy, Ezra lists
sixteen generations between himself and Aafdinis covers a period of about a thousand years.
Obviously Ezra, too, is concerned only with the

Thus we must not regard a Biblical genealogy as a complete record, but as a highly selective
one. We can sometimes learn lessons by noting what is left out, and what is kept in.

There are signs that the genealogies in the early part of Genesis are selective, too. Genesis
says: f@Arphaxdadt hliirvteyd yfeiavres ,anand “Bhe guards in(t he f at
brackets are not in Genesis, but they appear to bring out the literal truth of the situation. For we
learn from the New Testament that Arphaxad wagjthadatherof Sala*?

Evidently Cainan, the father of Sala, was not
This would explain why his name was left out of the Hebrew text of Genesis, although the Jews
knew of his existence, because they included him in their Greek translatiomes$i&eHow
many other generations are missed out of the early chapters of the Old Testament? We have no
way of telling.

This is not the only problem in trying to fdat ec
most important son in a family first, not the eldest.

For exampl e, Genesis says that, ATerah 1ived
Ha r & But By comparing several Bible passadfesd doing a little arithmetic, we discover

that Terah was at least 130 when Abram was born. So thageagsioted above apparently

means: AfiTerah |ived seventy years and begat the
the first) is the most i mportant. o

Similar reasonintj leads to the conclusion that Genesis ii, verse 10, quotes the age of Shem
when his eldest son was born, but gives the name omtist importantson, instead of the
(presumably uworthy) eldest son.

Consequently we cannot possibly date the Flood, or the Garden of Eden, from genealogies in
Genesis. They were not given us for thisgmse. The Biblical evidence shows that they were
typical Hebrew genealogies, not exhaustive lists like those a European historian would compile.

They give only the names of the fAreckonabl eod
sons, they name om® Wefiacare leaknomomlbldssos frémi this dort of
genealogy; that is why the Hebrews kept them. But one thing we cannot do is to build up a
calendar of early Old Testament history.

So now we can answer the question: how long agoAdam? The answer is that we do not
know. The Bible does not tell us.
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How Good is Modern Anthropol ogyo?

Anthropology is the name of a branch of science. It is concerned with the study of Man. The
branch of it which is concerned with pistoric Man is called palaeoanthropology. This is the
branch we are concerned with here. To avoid using such an awful mouthful writers often just call
it anthropology.

Most anthropologists put on a charming front whiegyface the general public. To read their
popular moks you would think they knew a great deal about the origins of mankind.

But if you go behind the scenes and see what they say to each other, a very different picture
emerges. An eminent anthropologist, F. Bordes, the Professor of Pleistocene Geology and
Prehistory at Bateaux University in France, published a long letter in a scientific journal in
1969.

Here are a few extracts.
Ailf some of them [ Engl i s h sidemhe Ekapean thaughtnto ant hr o
be O6mustyd, we Eiutheoripeas gosd as scipffdion, entertatinimg, but
not always true....
il agree we need a sound theoretical framewor
about European prehistory are the weak point of Asgiron anthropologists....
Al am rewriting my course on human pal aeont ol
very different from what it was | ast' year. Now
Not very encouraging reading for the student about to go tersify tostudy anthropology.
He had better choose his college &alitg, to avoid being taught what another college calls
Afscience fictiond. And whatever college he choo
from | ast year ds!

And this is not such an overstatement as it sounds. Modern polihgy is full of changing,
controversial theories. It has to be, because our actual knowledge about ancient man is woefully
incomplete. Just how incomplete it is can be seen by comparing the two pictures of
Zinjanthropusfacing page 217.

Zinjanthropusis the name given by Dr. L. S. B. Leakey to a fossil he found in Olduvai Gorge,
Kenya. Scientists are still arguing whether he was one of our ancestors or not.

What did old Zinjy look like? Akinhear t ed professor in need of a
picture suggests? Or a savage ape on the warpat
Nobody knows.

The scientists seem to think that there is no harm is guessing. Neither would there be, if only
they made it plaito the general public that they were guessing. Unfortunately the popular press
and the broadcasting media seem to have convinced the general public that the anthropologists
know most of the answers. And this is soleasling that it verges on deceit.

In fact, anthropology is about the most dubious branch of science there is. Anthropologists
were warned of this not long ago by one of themselves, Dr. Bernard G. Campbell. Although
accepting evoltion, Dr. Campbell was clearly unhappy about the state grmalogy was in.
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Hi s paper, ASci ence and HuNatnme whch s bne ofithen o , wa s
most important scientific journals in the world.

He declared that anthropologists have frequently behaved in a most unscientific way.
Prejudice has often led them to reach falsekmions, and human vanity has also sometimes led
them astray. He concluded with a stirring appeal to his fellow anthropologists to behave more
scientifically in future.

Here are just a few of his pointed remarks.

i E v e nherifiglds of scientific research the investigator is subject to a host of prejudices.
How much more serious this problem is in anthropological research, when man investigates
himself.i

AfAberration resulting from the subjectivity o
interpretation of fossil data of no value to science. [He illustrated this accusation by the two
pictures of Zinjanthropus, reproduced in this book facing page 217.]
AAn wunderstanding and stricustuaad sorfe ofthei ent i f i
probl ems which ar i s eSintcenimpmpeemmentein mathbdy and faitéro g y €
presentation of observation and hypothesis are open to palaeoanthropologists, it would be the
height of fol %y to ignore them.?d

In 1972 a scientific textbook was published, calléwk Origin of Homo Sapienk.contained
papers by a number of leading anthotngists. What they wrote is so full of uncertainty that a
scientist reviewing the book said:

AnPerhaps it i s goodcttid [hawen 6an krneoom rwh att h arto dvee
where he Yame from. o

Dating the Past

Most laymen are aware that scientists have various methods of estimating the age of fossils. But
they are usually unaware of the real facts about these scientific methods.

Popular science writers are largely to blame for this, because of the glib way they speak of
ancient dates. The following statement is a typical example. It occurred in a popular magazine
article.

fiAsh deposits i n Chi nedleentanadvas sarlyian3b0,00Gayeaas t hat
agéd. o

That figure of 360,000 years creates a compl et
l ong is this garden?0 and he replied, AnAbout a
only making a rough esti mate. But i f he replied
knew the true length, to within a few yards.

Similarly, when popul ar writers quote figures
assumes that the date is known quite acelyaBut scientists know that this is not so. Many

met hods of dating the remote past are in use, at

Several of the methods make use of the traces of radioactive elements which are present in
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rocks and fossils. Radioactive elements change their nature slowly, in a remarkably steady
fashion. They can be likened to clocks that have been running down for some time.

By studying just how far #Arun downo they are, s
theywerd i r st fAwound upo.

Scientists using these methods, however, find that all is not plain sailing. They can never be
quite sure how much radioactive material was present in the beginning. Another problem is that
some foreign matter may have soaked in to contaminate the specimen. In other words, they never
know whether the fAclocko was dAfully wound upo i
few extra Awindso in the meanti me.

Because of the uncertainties involved in all methods of dating, a largeenwhdates that
were accepted a few years ago are now regarded as highly dubious. Scientific journals bristle
with papers pointing out mistakes that have been made in this field.
The most popul ar method for estimating fArecent
called the radiocarbon method. It has taken many years of research to develop this method to a
point where it can be relied upon to give accurate results.

This has been possible only because scientists were able to check their xpsuiisantally,
on objects whose age was known for certain. For example, historical records tell us that the
volcano, Vesuvius, erupted suddenly in A.D. 79 and buried two Roman cities, Pompeii and
Herculaneum. Consequently we know the exact age of the food left on the tables in those buried
cities.

By checking their answers on such objects, radiocarbon workers were able to tell where they
had gone wrong. And they often did go wrong. As recently as 1965 two experts in this field could
write:

i Most lies lre in agreement that, wherever possible, bone should not be used for
radiocarbon dating.... In conclusion, it can be seen that the majority of radiocarbon dates on
bone are*in error. o

For technical reasons the radiocarbon method cannot be applied to very ancient objects. The
present limit of its usefulness is a very few tens of thousands of years. Beyond that, we are forced
to rely on other methods that have not been developed to the same pitch of accuracy as the
radiocarbon method.

Moreover, we an only check the accuracy of methods of dating the past over a limited
period. Beyond about 3,000 years ago there are no objects whose age is known with anything like
certainty. Beyond about 5,000 years ago all we can do is to check one method of estimating with
another, and hope for the best.

Scientists are all well aware of these reasons for treating very ancient dates as only rough
estimates. But there is a much more serious tibjet¢o relying on these ancient dates, which
many scientists delibately ignore.

Every method depends upon whmitt airsi amd Islm®d fthhes
t er ms, Auni formityd means assuming that the sam
| aws have operated al/l al ong. I n other words,
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Aficl ocksdo, have always ticked away at the same st
rate.

This amounts to an assumption that God does not exist, or at least that He has left the world
alone.It is obvious that if the Creator has been at work there hasnd een fAuni f or mi ty
that all scientific methods of dating the remote past are based upon a false foundation.

This means that many scientists are making an elementary mistake. They begin by assuming

Auni formityo, and hence by assuming t hat t he
assumption they work out a method of dating very ancient fossils. Then they use these dates as
part of an argument to Aproveod that Genesis is \

Thus they go right round in @ircle, and end up where they started. They have to start by
assuming fino creative activityo, in order to enc

Closing the Gap

We have now noted two very important facts. First, the Bible does not give us enough
information to enable us to say when Adam lived. Secondly, there is so much guesswork
involved in anthropology that the conclusions drawn by anthropologists must be treated with
great caution.

These two facts help to close the gap between the Bible andifsciemowledge.

If Adam really lived as much as ten or twelve thousand years ago, this would place him before
the earliest civilisations known to a@dology. The history of fully civilised man did not begin
until much later. When the uncertainties attached to scientific methods wiagstg ancient
dates are allowed for, there is no difficulty in regagdeven the hal€ivilised men of the
Neolithic period (the New Stone Age) as the descendants of Adam.

But what about early prehistoric man? Scidatimay not have a clue whainjanthropus
really looked like, but it is difficult to deny that the hairy gentleman may have lived long before
Adam.

The real guestion, however, is not whether Zi
existed before Adam, buthether they were men in the Biblical sense of the word.
A great deal of confusion has occurred because

has been defined in two different ways. Anthropologists define it in one way, the Bible in
another

Dr. Leakey, the discoverer of our old friend Zinjy, has said that anthropologists define man
like this:

AiTo qualify as man there must be reasonably
probably made tools to a set and regular
pattern ii*?

Notice those cautious words,nigoeasomdalilpy opadd y
classification is evidently based upon what the scietitisks,not what heknows.He defines as
man any creature that he thinks used tools.
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Now compare with thisthe Bil e6s definition: fASo God created
i mage of God treated He him.o

In this one verse the Bible gives its definition of man twice over, because it is such an

i mportant definition. Man iIis a creature in God?od:
It is clear from the way the New Testament quo

Gododés moral character,*rather than His physical
I n modern English, therefore, trmaais8drdature 6s def i

capable of serving &.
The difference between these two definitions is most important. When anthropologists speak
of man, and when the Bible speaks of man, they are not necessarily speaking of the same thing.

The ability to make crude tools, or even to light fires and cook food, is evidence of
intelligence. But it is not evidence of the ability to serve God. Andrthismere brain poweds
what distinguishes man from the lesser animals, according to the Bible.

There is no proof that e atolserve @adeConsequentlyhec A mano
can be regarded, from the Biblical stpoaht, as merely a highly intelligent animal.

Moreover, there is no proof that the human race is descended from any of these early
prehistoric fimeno. Ant hropol ogists assert that
Amenodo, which thkygma | a@peindwhishindules ourselves) and earlier
species oHomo.

But we must remember that this is only an opinion. And aptlid ogi st s0 opini on
constantly charigg. Not so long ago they thought we were descended from a shaggy creature

they caldleed haNeawmanod. Then they came to regard i
deadend, an extinct creature with no direct links to the human race.
And that is how a large number of Bidbee | i evi ng scientists regard ear

general: as a collection of intelligent tdegged animals, long since extinct. This view has
recently received powerful support from an unexpected quarter, by the discovengtbaire
tool-using animals alive today. Dr. Jane Goodall has found that chimpanzees in the wild state
regularly use simple toofS.

Some of the views about prehistoric fAimanodo expr
current scientifiopinions.But they do not clash with any known scientitacts.And they do
not disagree with anlying the Bible tells us, either.

The Bibleds teaching about the origin of manki
creative act God made the first man anan&ao, after He had made all the rest of creation. From
these two the whole human race is descended.

This explanation satisfied men and women three thousand years ago. It is still eminently
sensible today. It can stand up to the critical scrutiny of our scientific age.

How can this be? Every other ancient account of creation and the origin of life reads like
childish nonsense in the modern world. Why is the Bible so different?

There is an obvious answer.

The Bible is the inspired Word of God.
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24
The Problem of Suffering

If there is a loving God, why does He stand back and do nothing while the world is full of
suffering?

This is a very big problem to many people. Some of them say they will never be able to
believe in God or the Bible until they find an answer to this question.

I know how they feel about it. The problem of suffering used to worry me too at one time. But
that was before | knew Marjorie.

When | first met her she had spent the previous five years of her life in one small room, on the
top floor of a dismal tenement block in a northern city. Laid low by a painful and crippling
ailment, she hardly ever moved outside her tiny home. But although she is never wholly free
from pain, Marjorie is one of the few people who never wonder why God allows suffering. Her
constant companion is the Bible; and she helped me to see that the Bible holds the key to the
problem of suffering.

The solution is not a simple one. It is bound up with the whole history of the human race. Part
of the answer lies in the d#nt past. Another part belongs to the present day. And part of it is
concerned with the future, with the world of tomorrow.

After we have looked at each of these three asjieetpast, the present and the futwe
shall, like Marjorie, begin to understand why people have to suffer.

Long Ago

The story of human suffering begins in the Garden of Eden. As we saw in the previous chapter,
there is good reason to believe that Adam and Eve were real people, although they must have
lived a very long time agolhere is only one way to understand their story. Take a Bible and
read the first three chapters of Genesis for yourself.

It may surprise you to discover that some common beliefs about the Garden of Eden are not in
the Bible at all. For instance, you will find t
and had nothing to do with sex.

Instead, you will find a simple account of how the first man was given freedom of action, and a
chance to use his freedom wivealyy .gotda o0l,i vaendd ihre &
chance to live a very pleasant life. But poor Adam misused his opportunity: he chose to disobey

God. Through this choice he started a sort of habit, the habit of sinning, which has gripped the

human race like a python ever since.

Their Maker told the first human pair that two tragic consequences would follow from their
sin. First, that they and t-whehin moddmn Bngisheve woul d
woul d cal I*"And seedndlye that thay enust suffer dettib greatest and most final
form of suffering there i$.

So Genesis tells us how suffering came into the world, when the first man chose to disobey
God. Because we are Adambés children we inherit
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suffer, and we too must die.

But this only leads to another question. Since God is infinitely wise,
He must have known from the beginning what was going to happen.
Why then did He give mankind so much freedom in the first place?
Why did He not make us so that we could mtps i bl y sin? Why doesndt God
harm, and making each other suffer? There is a surprisingly simple answer to this. The Bible tells
us that fi‘Bed aiusel ofea.his, | ove matters more tha
main aim in creating men and women was to let them enjoy His love, and to give them the
opportunity to return it.

For this reason God simply had to provide us with what is usually called a free will. For by its
very naturejove is a voluntary thinge v e n G o ghty power tanmianakemen and women
love Him.

If this puzzles you, think of the classic picture of the caveman. He provides an example of
what power can and cannot do. The caveman can seize his bride by the hair and drag her away
captive. He can compel her to stay and be his wife. But he cannot force her to love him.

Many of us will know from our own experience that it is worse than useless to try and compel
people to love us. Unless it comes freely and willingly, there can be no such thing as love. And
God Himself is a God of love.

So God did not want a race of msized puppets dancing on strings. He wanted people who
would really love Him, of their own choice. So He gave us free will.

But instead of c¢choosing to |l ove, we choose, al
wi || keep My commdBEdeeyntsdDmeswedbdeaksone of Go
we show that in our hearts we do not love Him as we ought. And by giving way to the hatred in
their hearts, many men inflict terrible troehipon their fellows.

Many people forget this when they talk as if God were responsible for all the suffering in the
world. God certainly created illnesses and death. But it was human fiendishness that invented the
rack and the lash, the concentration camp and the gas chamber, the flamethrower and the
hydrogen bomb. It is humiliating, but essential, to remember how much suffering in the world is
manmade.

It was tragic that our race chose the path of disobedience, the way of hatred instead of the way
of love. But God was prepared for this. The Book of Genesis reveals that He was ready with a
plan to bring great good Out of the disaster in Eden. And in this plan, suffering plays a very
important part.

God began by sentencing the whole sinful race to death. Not to immediate death, though; He
allows us to live a while, before we suffer the just penalty of sin. This is really a great act of
mercy on Godbés part. Every single day we |ive i ¢

But His mercy does not stop tleeiGod went further, and provided a way of reconciliation, so
that those people who really want to love Him might learn to do so.

Later chapters of the Bible fildl in the detail
obey Me, 0 He said, in effect, fAand you shal/l be

The Reason for Death
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Every engineering works has an inspection department. Here the manufactured parts are tested,
to see if they measure up to the sfieation. Those that fail are classesl scrap and find their
way back to the smelting furnace, where they finally cease to exist.

The Bible shows that death serves the same soIl
fail to meet Godoés requi r e mehichsmplimdans thhtéheys ent enc
will cease to exist. When machine parts are found to be no use, they are destroyed; and when
men and women have finally shown that they are no use to God, He will blot them out of
existence too.

This simple, sensible, teaching isufal throughout Scripture. Here are three examples:

iThe Lord preserveth all them tha’t | ove Him,
fiWhoso despiseth the Wofd (of God) shall be de
AiThem that know not God, and that obey not th
be punished with everlastingdestruc on from t he presence of the Lc

These passages are clear and straightforward. But there is acagioplthat must be faced. A
number of other Bible passages speak of the punishmém @ficked in a different way. They
say the wicked will be punished for ever in hell.

These other passages create two problems. First, they appear to contradict the passages
guoted above. If the wicked are going to suffer for ever in hell, why do quite a lot of Bible
passages say the wicked will be destroyed? If you are wiped out of existence, you obviously
cannot go on suffering.

Secondly, the idea ddverlastingsuffering makes it impossible to answer the question with
which this chapter began: if God love, why does He let people suffer? The problem of
temporary suffering can perhaps be explained; every surgeon creates temporary suffering for the
best of reasons. But everlasting suffering would pose an everlasting problem.

Happily, evangelical Christians today can see the way out of this dilemma. The latest edition
of the InterVar si ty FNewlBible €odmimenfagefers to a verse that resolves our
problem:

fiJesus said) And fear not t hem whi chut kil t h
rather fear Him whichisableo destr oy both ®soul and body in h
The commentator says:

AHim who can destroy both soul and body in he

The soul in Biblical thought is not immortal, except when new life is conferred upon it
through Christ (1 Timothy 6:16; 2 Timothy 1:1®ell is therefore the place of its destruction
as Gehenna, the valley of Hi°®Thedtalicsawmise)of the r

The commentator is right. The punishment of tadtually is destruction. It is called an

Afeverl asting puni shmento because the destructi ol
This explains why the HMNeweDedtsamedfiiurag b rya Sekethema
was the place outside Jerusal em whmtragplacehe ci ty
where people were tortured.

In recognising these facts about hell, modern Bli@kevers are not inventing a new idea.
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They are merely returning to the original principles of the Reftion. Tyndale, the great Bible
transl ator, has | eft it on record that this wa
Engl i s HMaitih leuthdr also at one time expressed similar viEws.

The World We Live in

We have seen the reason for death, and we have
manmade. But this still leaves a great deal of suffering for which God is undoubtedly
responsible. It is necessary now to look at the pregentworld with Bible in hand, to find a

rea®n for this.

In essence, this is what we find. Suffering actually serves #&menesly useful purpose.
Surprising though this may seem, the world would be worse off, not better off, if there were no
suffering in it.

The truth of this statement is most obvious in connection with pain. Pain is not the only form
of suffering, but it is probably the most unpleasant. And it is not too difficult to see that pain is
really very useful to mankind.

The story of a ninggearold American boy demonstrates this. Ge@6 s mot her brought
the famous Johns Hopkins medical school in Baltimore, one November day in 1937. In most
respects he was a normal healthy boy, with more than average intelligence. But in one particular
way he was different from any boy that you are ever likely to meet: he had been born without any
sense of pain whatever.

It is tempting to think that George was a very lucky lad, and to wonder why, if God could
make one boy entirely free from pain, He could not make the rest of the world lilke Bub
wait. There is another side to the story. AiScar
examining doctor wrote in his report.

One enormous scar stretched right across his buttocks, where George had once sat on a heater,
and, because he felt nothing, had not moved until his flesh was burnt almost to the bone. He was
partly blind in one eye because sand had one day worked its way in, and George had never
noticed it until permanent damage had been done. His left foot was permanently defsrined
had broken a bone and then walked about on it for months before the damage was spotted by his
parents. Both hands had been so badly cut that he would never again be able to straighten his
fingers. Pain acts as a danger signal for the rest of us, but poor little George had nothing to warn
him when his body was being injured.

Whom would you rather have for a son? A normal boy, who hurts himself, and cries, and gets
over itand takes more care next time? Or a carefree little George, with his te@drinedrom
pairnrand his multiple deformities?

Developing Character

Georgeds story shows that pain is necessary if
heal thy adul t. But God is even more concerned wj
with their bodies. And suffering also plays an important part in the development of character.
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Needless to say, this does not mean that every time you have toothache you grow a little more
virtuous. It would obviously be wrong to think that thestogeople in the world are those who

have suffered the most. In the language of science, there is not@are correspondence
between suffering and character.

Nevertheless there is a very important connection between 8teomg characters can only
be developed in a world where suffering is always predérnhere were no such thing as
suffering, there would also be no such things as courage, or compassion. If nobody ever fell
among thieves, there would be no Good Samaritans in the world.

Men who hae suffered greatly are sometimes the first to recognise that this is true.

Paul, the apostle, was such a man. A mob once set upon him, stoned him, and left him for
dead'® He survived this terrible ordeal, and not long afterwards he returned to the very town
where it had happened. There he told the discip!
the Kingdtm of God. o

Paul obviously knew what he was talking about when he spoke of tribulation. Yet perhaps the
very fact that he was a Bible charaateskes him seem rather remote. It is hard for us to realise
that these are the words of a real human being like ourselves.
But there is no such difficulty about the woman | mentioned at the start of this chapter.
Marjorie is a British citizen, still very much alive today. One day, while lying on her sickbed, she
startled me by remarking, ADo you know, | often

I asked her what she meant and in reply she to
| was a typical,healthy young girl. | was too busy enjoying life to have any time for God.
Besides, | felt that | had no need of Him. | could get along quite well on my own.

iThen came the day when God decided to show me
here, on my back. For a few years | was miserable. All the joy had gone out of my life and |
could see no point in going on living.

AiThat's how | was when a woman came to see me
days, when people talked about religion | useghut my ears. But this time | was prepared to
listen. And so | came to hear about the offer of a place in God's Everlastirg) &iny. 0

Marjorie raised herself up a little in her bed, and spoke with great emphasis.

ANow | know that these are the best days of my
free me from pain, and put me back where | was twenty years ago, | just wouldn't thank you.
Without this pain, | should never have come to accept God's Way of Life. He knew that | needed
thisillnes s , and so | can only thank Him for the way

The Sufferings of the Innocent

It is easy to see a reason for Marjoriebs suffe
appear to serve no useful purpose at all. The native in the Amazon jungle who has never heard of

Jesus Christ, but is bitten by an alligator and dies after weeks of agony; the baby in an English

village who dies when his pram is crushed by a falling tree. They are not being prepared for
Goddbés Ev e mgdom by theim guffeknigsy so why, we may wonder, does God let them

suffer?
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One way to answer that question is to ask another one. If God did decide to protect such
people from suffering and to allow nobody but Christians to suffer, what would the result be?
Can you imagine anybody ever becoming a Christian in such circumstances? Obviously a system
like that would never work.

So God has adopted a more practical scheme. He has created a world subject to certain
natural laws, where a measure of sufferingagrial to come to everyone, sooner or later. We live
in a world where, as the Bible expresses it:

eth to them all . .. S0

AiTi me and cha n
| et y upon them.o

ce
when it f al S

n happe
h*suddenl

The problem of suffering is most likely to worry us when weselwes are in great distress.
At such times a comforting Bible passage is Hebrews-12:1It is too long to reproduce here but

it is worth reading, several times over, in your own Bible. It hinges about verse 3 which says

fConsi der Him t hat endur ed such contradictio
wearied and faint in your minds. o0

This tells us that whenever we feel sorry for ourselves we should think about Jesus. He
suffered dreadfullwvery much more than most of us are ever likely to suffer. And He was as
innocent as a nedworn babe. Yet He accepted His agony without complaining. He knew there
was a good reason for it. As it says a |little e.
things whichHe suf e e d 0 .

If only we can accept this advice and think about Jesus, we shall find our own troubles much

easier to bear. Many people say in their distre
never done anyone any harm. | am not a wicked person. Why should | have to suffer so much,
while the wicked get off Scot free?o0

Yet Jesus, the only man in all history who might have been excused for talking like that, never
did so. Jesus Christ, alone amongmankm@ ul d truly have &may dhamm. dhave
But He never once asked, AWhy should all this he
AConsider Him, 0 the Bible advises. | f we think ¢
such terrible suffering, we are much less likely to feel indignant about our own hardships.

Summing Up

Before we start to look at the future it will be useful to take stock. We have learnt from
considering the past and the present world that:

(1) God gave man free will, so that he would have the opportunity to love.
(2) But man chose hatderather than love, thus bringing suffering into the world.
3Deat h and hell put an end to both sin and s
existence those who do not choose to love Him.
(4) But there is a hope of life after death for those who do try to love God.
(5) A very useful purpose is served by pain. Without it we could not develop healthy
bodies.
(6) In much the same way, suffering is of value to us. We could never develop strong
characters fit for eternal life if this world were freerh suffering.
(7)Our own sufferings become much easi-er to be:
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especially those of Jesus.

The World to Come

A man and a boy were walking past a building site. Young Johnny
looked at it with a puzzled expression, then turned to his father.
fi L o ®ad,is that theew town hallgoinggp t her e?0

AYes, thatdéds it my boy. o

n Wel | Il donét think much of it. What a mess! o
bricks, concrete mixers, reinforcimgre and wheelbarrows athixedup togetheri And | oo k
atthat ugly scaffold ng al | over the outside. I think the

i Y o uibtooenu ¢ h o f his fathem chuckledioY o u  waitiitil next year before
you decide whether the architect is ggood. That ugly stuff will have done its job by then, and
wi || be cleared away. You canoét judge the buil di
ABut surely, Dad, there muisrni e & obmei lwdiyn @ fwislele

iYes, son, thredte bes,alblue tyousee it here. Youdll
the public library. Thereds a | arge picture han;
of the New Town Hall 6. That will give you a pr et

Johnny is like the people who cannot imagine why God allows so much suffering in the
world. They fail to realise that pain and death are like the scaffolding and the ugly piles of
building materials. These things are only temporary. They are here until theaspihas been
served, and then God will do away with them.

Our Bible explains that God is planning a glorious future for the world. It provides a kind of
AArtistdéds | mpressiono of what this world will b
how Jesus is coming back again, to judge the |[Ii:\
Kingdom. The faithful followers of Jesus will enjoy everlasting life in that Kingdom, serving
Him for ever in a perfect world.

For the time being suffering ineeded in the world, whilst God is building the characters of
those men and women who want to live for ever. But when enough characters of the right type
have been formed, there wild.| be no more need of
will be complete; then there will be no more pain, no more suffering, no more sin, and no more
death.

At that time, when all these temporary things have been cleared away, there will be no doubt
that the Architect of the Universe has been building wisely.

Marjorie Chooses a Chapter

At the time when | first met her, Marjorie was never free from pain. But on some days she
suffered more than others. Once | called to see her on one of her off days, and she was obviously
relieved when | said that | would not stop long.

AiBut before you go, 0 she asked, Awoul d you rea
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When | asked her what it was, she replied, il s
as | found the place in my Biblle,tdtdhame.id woul c
Marjorie listened expectantly as | began to read.

nStrengthen ye the weak hands, and confirm ¢t
fear ful heart &éBe strong, fear not; behol d you
AThen the eyes of the Dblind shall be opened,

Then shall the lame man leap as an hart, and the tongue of the dumb shall sing; for in the
wilderness shall waters break out, and streams in the desert . .

ARnThe redeemed s tharansomedaolthe Ldrdhsleal return, and come to Zion

with songs, and everlasting joy upon their heads.

ifiThey shall obtain joy and gladness, and sorr

She wished me Godspeed, and | walked slowly down three flights of echoing stone stairs to
the street. | thought of the woman lying upstairs with her pain and her Bible. She was stronger
now than when | had gone in. While | had been reading to her a tranquil expression had lit up her
face. The furrows of constant pain weesd noticeable when | left. Marjorie was thinking of the
dawn of Goddés new age, and she was well content .

Three Men Suffered on Calvary

Three crosses stood on the hill of Calvary. Three men hung there, dying. In the centre the Lord
Jesus Christ; on either side a condemned thief.

These three were face to face with the problem of suffering in its most intensddatimby
torture. It was too much for the two thieves. They began to curse Jesus.
Nowadays when peopl e ar e ilfrthere realyip & @d,twhyey ar e

doesnodt He put a stop to all the suffering in t
very similar:
filf you really are Chrit, then save yourself ar

At last one of the thieves became silent. He turned and rebuked the other thief, who was still
cursing Jesus.

AfHave you no fear of God? You are under the s:
We are paying the priceofourdi® eds. But this man’ has done not

He then turned to Jesssnd pl eaded, ALor d, remember me wh e
Kingdom. 0
And Jesus promised to do ¥o.

Those two thieves were two real people. But they also form a kind of parable of the whole
human race. All of us are represented there, on Calvary. Like the two thieves we are all suffering,
dying peopl e, and, as the thief said, AFor us i
who deserve to die.

Just l'i ke the two thieves, we al l start off a:
much forus in our early years, as it was for the thieves. We think that God has been unfair to us,
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and complain about our pains.

After a while the problem of suffering sorts us into two different groups, just as it
distinguished between the two thieves.

The first thief stands for those who never learn any better. Such people go through life asking,
AWhy doesndt God deliver me from my suffering?o
with no promise of a future life.

The other thief represents allode who come to accept the problem of suffering, and its
answer in Jesus Christ. They come to recognise that God knows best; that He is wise and just and
loving in the way He directs our lives. Like the wise thief they learn that this present world of
suffering is only temporary, a training ground for the Kiom to come. They cease to be
wrapped up in their present troubl es, and con
Remember me when Thou comest! 0o

Death is still an enemy, even to these people. Bigtrib longer a conqueror. They can face
death wunflinchingly, with the promise of a plac
ears. They are the people referred to in this New Testament vision of the age to come:

ARnThese are they which came out of great tri bul
them white in the blood of the Lamb. Therefore are they before the throne of God, and serve
Him day and night in His temple. And He that sitteth on the throne shall dwell among them.

i They sgerand rhore hnaither thirst any more, neither shall the sun light on them, nor
any heat. For the Lamb which is in the midst of the throne shall feed them, and shall lead
them unto living fountains of waters.
AAnd God shall wipe awWway all tears from their
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25
The Real Problems

The great detective looked at his friend Watson.

ACircumstanti al evidence is a very tricky thi
thing, but if you shift your own point of view a little, you may find it pointingaim equally
uncompromis ng manner to something entirely differen

Sherlock Holmes was right. Circumstantial evidence really is a tricky thing. So much depends
on the way you look at it.

Many millions of people regard the circumstantial evidence against the Bible as damning. But
almost all of them have taken a very eged view of it.

In this book | have tried to look at this evidence from another point of view. You know now
perhaps for the first timaearly all the things that can be said agaihst Bible. But does the
Bible appear any the worse for this?

You will remember how, in Part One, we saw a great deal of positive evidence that the Bible
is a super human book. That evidence has never b
They may try to shrug it off, but they cannot dispose of it.

Thus we started Part Two in a position of strength. We knew of many good reasons to believe
that the Bible is true. We were going to keep those in the backs of our minds as we started to
look at the casagainst the Bible.

In Chapter 12 we noted that difficulties were bound to exist. There are unsolved problems in
every area of human knowledge. We can hardly expect the Word of the Almighty to be so simple
that every question can be answered.

Chapter 13 debunked those twentiedmtury idols, the Experts. We cannot do without
experts; our modern civilisation depends upon them. (I earn my own living as a specialist in one
narrow field of science and technology.) Experts are usually right on questions. @uathey
are often hopelessly wrong in their opinions. And yet they have somehow managed to bluff the
general public into accepting their opinions as practically unquestionable.

Chapter 14 showed that there can be no half measures about the Bible. It claims to contain the
very words of God. We cannot water down this claim and accept only the bits we like. There are
ovemwhelming reasons for accepting the whole Bible as an inspired message from the Lord.

We saw the disastrous effects of trying to compse, in Chager 15. First you reject just a
little here and a little there. Gradually you whittle away at the Bible until you have nothing left.
Then comes the mor al l andsl i de. T htei opnroe siemmtt tsen |
direct result of its | eadersd glib rejection of

In Chapter 16 we looked at the question of authorship. Some scholars consider that the Old
Testament was written by the men whose names it bears. But many other scholars disagree. We
looked at the reasons fdooth points of view, and found that modern criticisms of the Old
Testament are based more on guesswork than on facts. In the New Testament we saw that there
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was a far greater supply of solid evidence; and this evidence strongly favours the traditional
views about the authors of the New Testament.

Chapter 17 told the astonishing story of how the Bible has come down to us, across a gap of
nineteen centuries or mor e. We saw strong evi de
recogni sed asoon@sStovasiwptteny and for eesafter was preserved as such. We
marvelled at the accuracy of the ancient scribes who copied it by hand. We admired the efforts of
hundreds of scholars to give us the best possible translation into our mother tongue. And we saw
that there is no need to worry about the problem of interpretation
-so long as we are prepared to read the Bible for ourselves.

We saw in Chapter 18 that the Bible as a history book is second to none. Again and again new
finds by archaeologists heyproved it right, where once it was accused of being wrong. We saw
that there is no real reason to reject its claim to be absolutely right, always.

So-called contradictions in the Bible were examined in Chapter 19. We saw that everyday life
is full of things that look like contradictions, but which, when you know all the facts, are nothing
of the kind. We found reassuring evidence thatea contradictions have ever been proved to
exist in the Bible.

In Chapter 20 we looked at the slanderous thingsateasaid about the Bible. We saw that it
was neither indecent, nor bloodthirsty, nor unreliable, nor ubfaifjust misrepresented by its
critics.

Chapter 2lwas the first of a series of chapters about the impact of modern science. We saw
that it was more logical to believe in the miracle stories of the Bible than to reject them. And we
saw that scientists themsel ves c aqutbtdlkingeoft pl ai n t |
Acreationo.

Then we saw in Chapter 22 that it takes more faith to beliexe evolution could have
occurred without a Creative Power behind it than to believe the Book of Genesis.

Chapter 23 showed that the shakiest part of this shaky theory is that which deals with the
evolution of man. We saw that Adam and Eve were real people; that they were specially created
by God as the ancestors of the whole human race; and that we are not told how long ago they
lived. We saw no clash between Billlelieving Christianity and anthropolognce the
misconceptions on both sides were strippevay.

Finally, in Chapter 24 we saw that the existence of suffering is no reason for disbelief. Far
from it: t he Biblebs own explanation of the rea
another powerful reason for belief

Then Why Do Men Disbelieve?

We have looked at the evidence on both sides.

We saw that the evidence for a Ggigen Bible is impressive. We saw that the evidence
against the Bible is nothing like as weighty as its opponents suppose.

And yet most people disbelieve.

Why?

Hawe they weighed the evidence, and found it wanting? Or is there some other reason?

Yes, there is. There are several other reasons, in fact. It is not difficult to recognise the
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following six factors as the major causes of twentmthtury unbelief.

(1)Sensitivity

Once | was involved in a minor car accident. It was all my own fault. | said as much to the
panel beater who was straightening out my dented wing.

ALumme, guvodénor, 0 he said, Ayouodre the first b
beenint he ri ght! o

| could well believe him. Motorists never like to admit that they are in the wrong. But
motorists are not a special class of people. They are just ordinary human beings. And the sad fact
is that none of us likes to be told off; we all hate facing up to our shortcomings. Hence the
unpopularity of the Bible, which tells us fairly and squarely what God thinks of the way we
behave.

A missionary once gave a Bible to an educated native. A few weeks later he asked him how
he had enjoyed reading it.

Al didndét | ike it at all, o0 replied the native.
second conscience. 0

The truth often hurts. The things that the Bible tells us abosetuas are particularly painful.

To admit that they are true is agleasant as admitting that the other fellow in a road accident

was in the right. Our natwural instinct is to def
easiest way to do this is by convincing selves that the Bible is not true.

(2)Prosperty

In 1969Mr. Charles Holme moved away from an old farmhouse in Staffordshire to a smart
new bungalow. When he moved he disposed of some of his furniture, including an old painting
that had once belonged to his father. He though
bright new home. So he accepted £4 for it.

Two years later he had the shock of his life, when he recognised the picture on a TV
programme. Someone had spotted it in a London junk shop and identified it as a genuine Van
Gogh. It hadust fetched £46,000 at a sale in New York.

Poor Mr. Holme! He had so many attractive things in his new bungalow that he had no room
for a Adull old pictureo. And so he lost a fort.
We must not | augh at Mr. Hol mebés misfortune. H
been spoilt by the abundance of nice bright things in our lives. We have been so dazzled by them
t hat we cannot recognise true riches when we se
in our way d life. So like Mr. Holme, and like the Biblical character ESawe settle for short
term happinesind miss the opportunity of untold riches.

(3)Security

Bibles are scarcer than diamonds in Russia today. A friend of mine has a young son who tried
to smuggle a load of Russian Bibles to a church in Leningrad. Unfortunately his suitcase was
searched at the Russian customs, and his precious cargo was discovered. The Bibles were
confiscated while he was fined heavily and deported. Undeterred, he asked useracz
searching question:

AiwWhy are you making such a fuss? Why should th
book?0
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He was not surprised that they ignored his query. But he knew the answerbd&ibléng
Christians do not make enthusiastic supporters
Kremlin regard the Bible as a threat to their security, and suppress it.

Although we may not realise it, many of us feel the same way about the Bible, deep down. If
we were to let the Bible rule iour hearts, most of us would have to change our whole way of
life. We cannot tolerate such a threat to our peace of mind. We want to remain securely
entrenched in our present way of living. So we suppress the Bible in the only way opdiyto us
convincing ourselves that it is untrue.

4) Conformity
Through an administrative mistake a perfectly healthy little boy was sent to a school for
handicapped children. As the one normal boy in a crowd of cripples he felt dreadfully
uncomfortable. But within a weelehhad solved his problem. He taught himself to walk with a
very convincing |imp. Not hing would convince hi
that of everybody el se was fAwrongo.

The desire to conform is deepoted in every one of us. Jellyfish always go along with the tide;

it takes a fish with a backbone to swim against
t hat sort of stuff today! o has no | ogical forc
powerful.

There is only one way tresist that sort of argument. Remember that all through history men
have been led astray by it. Within living memory hardly anybody believed that it would ever be
possible for man to travel faster than sound. An early nineteemtury préessor, Dionysius
Lardner, told the Dublin Royal Society that fAme
cross the North Atlantic in one of those stear
anybody thought that man would ever do either.

On the day that Jesudfist was crucified, hardly anybody thought that the world would ever
hear any more of Him. Most people thought He was finished. How wrong they were!

Yet human beings go on reacting in the same old way. Most people reject the Bible just
because most other people reject the Bible, and

(5) Obstinacy
The practical psychologist, Dale Carnegie, used to say that the only way to win an argument
was to avoid it. This is only a slight ogeatement of the truth. When a man oncts gleeply
involved in an argument, he is likely to stick to his guns whatever happens. His emotions become
stirred, and after that no amount of | ogi cal ev
he says to himself, in effect.

The behaviour of a man called Hiel is typical of this attitude. The story begins some thirteen or
fourteen centuries before Christ, when Joshua destroyed the city of Jericho. He forbade anyone
to rebuild it, and prophesied what would happen if anyone disobeyed:

iMay thiésLaurse |ight on the man who comes f
The laying of its foundations shall cost him his eldest son; the setting up of its gates shall cost
him his *youngest. 0
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About 500 years went by. The Bible and the archaeological record agree that during that period
Jericho lay desolate. Then along came friend Hiel. Like so many of the people around us today,
he appeared to have no fear of Bible prophecy coming true. He determined to rebuild Jericho.

He laid the foundations ohé cityand his eldest son, Abiram, died. It is tempting to imagine
what his wife might have said to him.

AiYou fool! You have defied the Scripture, and A
this crazy plan before the second part of the pi

But Hiel took no notice. Perhaps he regarded hi
pressed on obstinately and at last set the gates of the city in their place. And then his second son
died’AtearfulMr s. Hi el had every justification for say

Millions of unbelievers today act just like Hiel. They brush aside the evidence of prophecy
already fulfilled, and stride on regardless of
commented that they will go on pursuing their own ways, right up to the day when He returns to
fulfil the remaining prophecies of the Bibiés with Hiel, their obstinate refusal to face the facts
will be their undoing.

(6) The Way We Are Made
This is the great reason of all. In a way it embraces all the other reasons. Human nature has a
natural rebelliousness about it, a kind of binliopposition to everything that comes from God.
He did not create us that way; we have become like it of ourselVee.result is, in the words of
Paul:

AThe desires of the flesh ["fleshod is Paul 6s
against the Spirit, and the desires of the Spirit are against the flesh; for these are opposed to
each other, to prevent you doing whatyowo % | d . o

This inborn perversity of human nature has operated all through history. It caused the ancient
Israelites to turn against Moses, even though he had just delivered them from a life of slavery in
Egypt? It caused their descendants to disregard the words of the prophets, and persectie them.
It caused the Jews of the first century to cru
unreasonable attitude to the Bible, all through history.

Up To Us

Thus God gives us a word of advice. Becaofsthe way we are made, it is difficult for us to be
fair to the Bible. Recognising this fact is half the battle. If we once determine to give the Bible a
fair chance, despite our instinctive dislike for it, we shall soon begin to see it in a very different
light.

For one thing, the opinions of the unbelievers around us will gradually come to seem less
important. We shall begin to recognise them for the blind expressions of prejudice that they are.
The objections men raise against the Bible will look les$ lass weighty. And we shall find
ourselves discovering more and more positive evidence that the Bible is true.

Part One of this book ended with a suggested p
you studied the Bible: AiLord | (want to) beli eve
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Now is a good time to add to this a second pr
merci ful td me, a sinner. o

This can be your way of recognising where you really stand. We are not in a position to set
ourselves up as judge$the Bible. On the contrary, the Bible is going to judge us, oné*day.

So we need to continue our studies with this sort of feeling in our hearts:

nOh, Lord, I am beginning to see why the Bibl
was something wrong with me. It was as if | had always looked at it through dirtycldsed
eyelashes. Now | want to look at it fairly and squamalgn though | know it is going to be

painful to do so. I want to give the Bible a fai
To give the Bible a fair hearing. Yes, of cour
about it?

Part Three will point the way.
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PART THREE

Now What?

26
First Steps in Bible Study

So we are going to give the Bible a chance to speak for itself. In other words, we are going to set
about reading it. Perhaps you have never read it before, at least, not since childhood. What is the
best way to begin?

This is not easy, because there are several things about the Bible that tend to put off the
beginner.To begin with, there is its sheer size: more than a thousand large pages. The older
versions are usually bound in a forbidding black. They are written in an unfamilidasbidned
style of English. Some chapters seem almost impossible to understand, even in a modern
translation. Other parts are just lists of names, which are about as interesting at first glance as a
page from the telephone directory.

What 6s that? You were about to give it up as &
Remember thathis is the book that has transformed the lives of millions. Countless multitudes
of ordinary, uneducated men and women have found it a delight to read. Large numbers of them
have willingly faced martyrdom on account of it.
this book than you think.

Cheer up. It is possible to break yourself in as a Bible reader, quite painlessly, if you use the
ri ght met hod. I n fact you should be able to er
essentials are:

(1)Choose an attractive modern translation to begin with.

(2 bondét try to read right through from Genesi s
begin by concentrating on the most readable parts of the Bible.

(3)Most important of all: use the wdllied technique of reading the Bible with a purpose in
mind.

Choosing your HAbeginnerds Bibleod wildl not take
and not just a New Testament. Translations made by whole teams of scholars are obviously to be
prefered to those made by one man. Protestant versions are to be preferred to Roman Catholic
versions, because all Catholic translations are affected to some extent by the Catholic doctrine
that the Church has the right to interpret the Bible.

This narrows the field to two modern translations, the Revised Standard Version and the New
English Bible. The Revised Standard Version has the advantage that it sticks fairly closely to the
meaning of the Hebrew and Greek. The New English Bible, on the other hand, é&desate
because it tends to interpret the Hebrew and Greek more freely; but many people find it more
readable. Either will serve your purpose, as a Bible to begin on.
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Selected Readings

The Ol d Testament tells the story of 68&dos peop
Right from the very first book it foteld the coming of a Saviou#€ing, who would save men
from sin and rule the world in righteousness.

The New Testament begins with the birth of this Savkiag (Jesus). It goes on telk of
His life, death, resurrection, and ascension to heaven. It describes the early history of the Church
that He founded, and includes a number of letters written by His followers. It ends with a vision
of the future, and an ofepeated promise that one day He will come back to the earth.

The two Testaments are like two halves of aspgv puzzle. It is impossible to make complete
sense of one without the other. For this reason Old and New Testament readings are interspersed
in the table given below.

The Gospel of Mark

Genesis

Exodus (chapters 1 to 24)

The Gospel of Luke

Joshua (chapters 1 to 10, and chapter 24), Judges and Ruth

The Acts of the Apostles

1st and 2nd Samuel

The Gospel of Matthew

1st and 2nd Kings

Paul 6s Epistles to Timothy, Titus and Phil emon
Ezra, Nehemiah and Esther

The Epistles of James, Peter and John

Proverbs

Paul 6s Epistles to the Corinthians and the Phi
Isaiah

The Gospel of John

Jonah and Malachi

At the rate of one long chapter or two short chapters a day, that list sasuijcu about a
year. By the end of that time you will have quite a good idea of what the Bible is about.

You may then be tempted to go on and read the bc
First spend another year working through this selected list again. You will be surprised how
much more you learn on the second time round.

Reading with a Purpose

For a little while you may find it hard to stick to your resolve to read at least a chapter a day.
Make a real effort to do this. It is worth it. Mavould never make a pianist unless you were
prepared to practise regularly. Similarly, to get to know the Word of God you need to read it
every dayor, at any rate, nearly every day.

Prayer will help you here. Tell its Author that you want to read His Book each day. Ask Him
to strengthen your resolve to do so. And each day, as you settle down to read, ask Him to make

Page 213 of 245
www.carelinks.net




Godds Trut h!

your reading enjoyable and fruitful.

There are many Bible eader s & pr a yHeres orie of thens that may lelb 9ou:
fiOpen emy d@yat | may behold wWondrous things out
If possible, do your Bible readings in company. Perhaps husband, wife, parents, or children
will agree to join you. Perhaps you can get together with one or two friends; if they are already
Bible-believers, so much the better.

But whether you read alone or in company, donbo
only a little that way. The real value of the reading comes from looking (or talking) it over
afterwards, to see what you can leaontrit.

This is what is meant by Areading with a purp
answer these three questions about it:

(a)What did it convey to its first readers?

(bWhat does it tell us about Godds work in the

(c)What lessons can we learn from it to help us in everyday life?

You will soon find that nearly every chapter becomes interesting when you ask these
guestions. You wono6ét always be able to answer a
able to answer at least oakthem. Here are a few examples, based on readings from the Revised
Standard Version. Open your own Bible and follow the chapters concerned.

Example 1: Philippians 4
This is an example of a chapter where all three of our basic questions are easy to answer.

Question (a)This letter was written by Paul when he was in prison. (You would have learnt that

fact if you had previously read chapter 1, ver se
again | wil!/ say, R e j o decs¢hat bis gpirit svds uricrashable. $lis o wn P a u |
concern for them, which runs throughout the chapter, would have made them realise that he was

still as unselfish as ever. His gratitude to them for their kindness to him must have stirred them
deeply. Altogether, they must have been moved al
courage, faith and selfless love.

Question (b)Verse 3, my fellow workers whose names are
that God promises eternal life, not to evmgly, but to thosevho join His team of workers.

Verse 18, Aféthe gifts you sent, a fragrant off
shows that God is aware of every real sacrifice
Amy God wil/ supply every need of yourso, shows
present life.

Question (c)The | esson of verse 2, il entreat Euodi a
Lordo, i s obvi ous:sttahnedrien g sq unaor rpellasc ei nf oGh rliosntgb s
The lesson of verses 6 and 7 is especially appropriate to our affluent, hectigjddear
society. AiDondt worry about tomorrow. Trust God
receive a blessing that mo ney ¢ a ihcarties roughy : cont e
the same message.
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Verse 8 has another special message for our acg
whatever is just, whatever is pure, whatever is lovely, whatever is gracious, if there is any
excellence, if there is arthing worthy of praise, think abottteset hi ngs. 6 How can we
if we feed our minds solely on the endless diet of crime and sin, violence and sex, supplied by
TV, press and cinema?

Example 2: Genesis 24

This is primarily a fAQuest i ablelessons about mariagee r . It
Why not try a little exercise here? Read the passage carefully with a pencil and paper at hand.
After making all owance for the differences in c

down all the éssons you can derive from this chapter of the Bible.

Do this now-before you read any further in this book. Then compare your own list with the
list given below.
(1) Parents ought to take a close personal interest in théogiely of their children, and seek
to influence them in their choice of life partners (verses 1 to 4).
(2) It is vitally important that believers should not marry-hatievers (verse 3; note the
emphasis implied by the word, fAswear o).
B3Dondét rush into a c cutmarrageipmeEemgversesiZandeh of a di
(4)Instead, trust God to provide a really satisfactory solution (verse 7).
(5) But d eeped aboubthe natteia Takeywhatever fpicat steps are called for in
seeking a suitable marriage partner (verse 10).
(6) At the same ti me, pray earnestly for Godods
(7) Base your choice of a partner on character, rather than on looks (verses 14 and 20; only a
big-hearted, generous girl would have offered to water ten thirsty camels!).
(8) Rely upon it, God will supply the right partner for us if we trust Him completely (verses
27 and 51).
(9) Lovereal love, lasting lovavill surely follow, if only we let these principles guide us
(verse 67).

Example 3: 1 Corinthians 15: 128

This is essentially a AQuestion (b)o chapter. T
but this time note down the main priples of Christian doctrine contained in this passage. Then
compare your list with the one below.
(1) The way to be saved is to aptthe true Christian gospel that Paul taught, and then abide
by it (verses 1 and 2).
(2) Christ died as a sacrifice for our sins (verse 3).
(3) Then He rose from the dead. There is irrefutable evidence of this, because there were over
500 eyewitnesses (verses 4 to 8).
(4) The fact that He rose is an absolutely essential part of the Christian religion (verses 12 to

19).

(5) Christbés followers also wildl rise bodily f
(6) This will take place when Christ comes backh® earth (verse 23).

(7) Some time | ater, deat h wil |l be entirely

unchallenged (verses 24 to 28).
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The Next Step

When you have worked through the fishort | isto of
next step. Dondét make the mistake of going strai
selected list. Rmember that they were omitted because they were the more difficult books of the

Bible. To tackle them one after the other would only be to imagatal indigestion and

disappointment.

A better way is now to approach the Bible as a whole, resolved this time to miss out nothing.
That way you will be reading a happy mixture of familiar and unfamiliar, simpler and more
difficult books.

There are two good methods of setting about this. One way is to continue the simple system
of fone | ong or two short chapters a dayo. To
would be best to read a book from each in 4Bemesis, Matthew, Exodus, Mark, Legiis,
Luke, and so on.

The other method is to use one of the publishe
are allocated to each day of the year. The best known of these is probably the one drawn up many
years ago by R. M. McCheyne. It allocated four separate portions to every day, starting like this:
January 1 Genesis 1 Matthew 1 Ezra l Acts 1

and finishing like this:

December 31 2 Chronicles 36 Revelation 22 Malachi 4 John 21

The man with enough stamina to keep this up for a whole yealdwimd he had read
through the New Testament and the Psalms twice, and the rest of the Bible once. A generation
ago these tables were still being bound up in one edition of the Authorised Version.
Unfortunately they have since gone out of print, but similar tables in booklet form can still be
obtained from some of the sectarian publishers.

Tables |like this are mainly wuseful in a Bible
enable him to gain a broad acquaintance with the whole Bible quickly. \ffirernas been
achieved he will want to look at a smaller number of chapters in a day, but to study them in
greater depth.

Progressing from Bible Reading to Bible Study

There is no sharp line of demarcation between Bible reading and Bible study. Every thoughtful
Bible reader is a Bible student. Netlagless, there comes a time when the Bible reader realises

he has passed the stage of being a beginner. He has read the whole Bible through two or three
times, and feels at home anywhere in its pages. Ndedig ready to start digging deeper. What
next?

Without a doubt, the first priority is to acquire a good study Bible. The modern translations
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recommended so far are excellent reading Bibles for beginners. They are also useful tools for a
studentdés shelf, to turn to when he wants a sec:
study Bibles they are woefully inadequate.

The best study Bible, of course, is a Hebrew Old Testament and a Greek New Testament, for
those who can handle them competenifost of us, however, have to be content with an
English translation. Nearly all students are agreed that the best of these for shabepus the
English Revised Version of 1886.

There are two main reasons for this. It sticks more closely to the words of the original
languages than any other leading translation. And in its more expensive editions it is supplied
with a magnificent set of crossferences, which are invaluable to the student.

Another advantage of this version is that it can be boughisiort of sandwich edition, which
contains the Authorised (or King James) Version on the same page. In this way the reader gets
two complete translations for the price (and the bulk) ofama-bit.

This unique book is calledhe Interlinear Bible.lt was originally published by the
Cambridge University Press, but was dropped from their lists a few years ago. Fortunately it has
now been reissued by another publisher, who has given it what it previously lacked: wide
margins, for the student to write not@s® This edition is not cheap, but it is almost certainly the
best buy in study Bibles today.

Cross References

Any good study Bible will bristle with footnotes and crosferences. Readers often refer to

these as being Ain the margino, because once wup
each page. Novemys they usually appear in a centre column, or at the foot of the page. But the
old name sticks. How, then, does the student malk

As an example, take the veiyst verse of the New Testament, Matth&w. In my edition of
the Revised Version (which, as already mentioned, has been provided with an unusually good
Amargind) the verse is printed |ike this:

'2 The book of thé generation of Jesus Christ,
®the son of David, the son of Abraham.

In this short verse there are five interruptions, two indicated by numbers and three by letters.
The numbers refer to the translatorsdé comment s,
footnotes in an ordinary bookKThe translators of this version were very good at telling the
reader where they were not sure of themselves, or where two alternative translations are possible.
Full marks to them for this habit! | only wish modern translators did it to the same extent.)

Thenote{) tells us that fAthe book of the generat.i
geneal ogy)ofsaysNdthat( the Greek word transl ated
Abirtho, and that it is translated this way in

Now we turn to the letters. These link up with a long list of Bible references, running down
the centre of the page. AgadonsiThe¢a) ewweerfd ndCp .
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Acompareo. When we compare the passage menti one
ancestors of Jesus Chresuseful piece of information.

When we follow up the letters (b) and (c) we really strike a-galie. Why should the very
first sentence of the New Testament link Jesus Christ with two Old Testament characters?
Turning up the cross references will supply the answer to this question, and a very interesting
answer it is.

(b) invites us to turn up the following passages: 2nd SamuellB1Psalm 132:11; Isaiah
11:1; Jeremiah 23:5; Luke 1:32, 69; John 7:4*; Acts 2:30; Acts 13:23; Romans 1:3; 2nd Timothy
2:8; Revelation 22:16.

The first passage in this list is part of a promise that God made to David. It begins like this:

AnAnd when thy days be fulfilled, and thou sha
after thee, which shall proceed out of thy bowels, and | will establish His kingdom. He shall

build an house for My name, and | will stablish the throne of His kingdom for ever. | will be

Hi s Father, and He shall be My Son. o0

If you turn up all these passages you will soon see that these promises made to David are very
i mportant. They tell wus quite a | ot about Godods
world. The New Testament writers clearly regarded this as a vital part of the Gospel message.

When we come to (c) we find another list of passages, referring to some other promises made
by God to Abraham. There are only three in this list (Genesis 22:18; Galatians 3:16; Romans
9:5). But we need not stop there. Each of these passages has, in turn, its own list-of cross
references. By following these up we can compi | ¢
Abraham.

It is evident from these passages that Godods
part of the Gospel. Among them we reRdaul 6 s decl aration that t he
preached to Abrahafand t he words of Jesus, ARAbraham rejoi
and wa SIn gHerawbrds) the Christian Gospel does not begin in Matthéegins in
Genesis.

All this we can learn from the very first verse of the New Testament, just by using the cross
references in the margin. No wonder that old hands at Bible study regard a good margin as the
first essential in a Bible.

Other Aids to Study

ABi bl e studyA®hsaind,Mdr gaomnueétd. never do that. | 6ém
need a good education and a | ot of books before

Like a lot of other people, Margaret had been put off by thhtaum t unat e wor d, s
Bi ble study is not l'i ke the type of study she
just means taking an interest in nature and finding out what you can about it.

To be a Bible student you need only three essentials: a Bible, a pencil and pdpkee, right
attitude of mind. If you use these regularly and enthusiastically you can go a long way, as | have
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tried to show in the earlier part of this chapter. Even if you never progress beyond these simple
methods, you should end up knowing the Bible better than a good many ordained ministers.

But the time may come when you want to go a little further than these methods will take you.
At that stage it is worth investing in three more tools: a concordance, a Bible dictionary, and a
conmmentary.

A concadance is simply an index to the whole Bible. They come in three kinds: (1) short
concordances, (2) complete English codemces, (3) complete concordances based on the
Hebrew and Greek words, but set out in a form that an ordinary English reader can follow.

The first kind are not worth very much. They are cheap, but exasperating. To keep them short
the compilers have to omit lots of passages. So they try to select just the verses that they think
you will find useful. This, of course, is an impossiblgkiaand half the time you will find that the
passage you want is not there.

A complete concordance is a substantial volume. It lists all the words found in the English
Bi ble (except for trivial words | i ke difo, Abut
all the passages where that word occurs. A concordance like this has two main uses.

In the first place, it helps you to find halfe me mber ed passages. | f you car
so |l oved the world that H es, thp @onaordadde svill soonltegfl b egot t
you. Al you need to do is to | ook up the most
then glance down the list of passages containing that word until you see the one you want. You

coul d, of cour se, find the wverse by turning up
Al ovedo, or fAgaveodo. But then you would have a ml

always pays to choose the most unusual word.

The second use of a concordance is to enable youdyp attheme. You may decide to make a
character study of the apostle James, to see what lessons you can learn from his failures and
successes. A cqamete concordance will point you to every place in the Bible where he is
mentioned. Or you may want to study the history of a place, like Babylon, or of an object, like
the tabernacle. Once more your cordance will show you where to look.

But i f you want to study the wuse of a Bible
ordinary English concordance lWwinot take you very far. It is here that the third type of
concordancehat based on the occurrence of Hebrew and Greek-evardne s i nt o iits own.

be put off at the thought of dabbling in strange languages; you can use these concordances
without even knowing a single letter of the Greek alphabet.

For a simple example, suppose that you want to know what the New Testament teaches about
Holy Communion. You |l ook up the English word fAc:t
times. Twice it is appliedotthe sacramefitpnce it i s used to refer to
association with the Holy Spiritand once to warn Christians not to become too intimate with
unbeliever$.

But this is only a beginning. The concordance
of the Greek wordkoinonia, which is used twenty times in the Greek New Testament. In our
Engli sh Bi bl e (the Aut hori sed Versi on) it i s
06communicati ondd6, 60 c o mndistrbi uctaitoenéod,, oondcceo netarcihb.ut i
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The concordance leads us to all these passages, and immediately we see how the early

Christians used this word. ACommuni onod, to them
the spirit of one happy family obeying its Father in heaven, When they helped one another, that

was fAcommuniono, just as surely as when they to
could write:

nlt hath pleased them of Maawmetribationfoathegppood Ac hai a
saintswhih are at®Jerusal em. 0
iThey gl ori fy Gdstibufioount o fymmeam. d i ber al

In both cases the word in italics is the translation of that Greek keandnia(communion).
Thus we learn that real Christian aawumion is a living, loving activity, of which the sacrament

is only one aspect. Woe betidethecsa | | ed Chri st mani who andkebhenomo
straight home to live a selfish lifel He does not even know the meaning of the word
Acommuni ond. And al | t hiadicalinspertincd, emenges fromdeakt i on, of

ing up just one little word in a good concordance.

Two concordances of t hi'sankdi nSt* Stnegodmsy @&s$s | abheai
fewer mistakes, and includes some useful featur
and, because of the way it is set out, easier for the beginner to use.

Dictionaries and Commentaries

All sorts of questions crop up that can best be answered by reference to a Bible dictionary. We
all know what gold is, but what erfrankircense and myrrh? And who were the Wise Men who
brought these gifts? How big was a shekel, and a talent, and a bath, and an ephah, and all the
other coins and weights and measures of the Bible?

If you want information of that sort, as well as snippets of history, geography, archaeology,
biography, and a hundred and one other subjects, you need a good Bible dictionary. It should be
reasonably upo-date and comprehensive. And it is essential that it should have been compiled
by Bible-believing schtars. For English readers this narrows the choice to one AdekNew
Bible Dictionary=*This 1,408page work is splendid value for money.

When it comes to commentaries produced by Bliadkeving scholars there is a wider choice.
Even so, one of them stands out above all the otfieessNew Bible Commentary Reviséds
with its companion volume, the dictionary recommended above, its price is much less than its
size and its quality would lead one to expect.

There are two main rules about commentaride first is to get hold of a good one; the
second is to use it as little as possible! This advice may sound strange, but there is a good reason
for it. About a hundred years ago a great Bible student, Dean Burgon, preached a sermon on
Bible study. Although he was himself a writer of goentaries, he said this:

APray avoid ¢ omme ntheg will dosnoreto dullifp your eeading than
anything else which could be imagined. Your object is to obtain an insight into Holy
Scripture, by acquiringhe habit of reading it with intelligence and cangt to be saved
trouble, and to be shown whather personsh av e t houg'fA(The édliosare it . 0
Burgonés.)
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It is for this reason that | have not previously recommended the popular series of notes on daily

Bible readings issued by the Scripture UnidiNo doubt these serve a purpose, in persuading

some people to read the Bi bl e 0ftsimded®eeadytatway 0, wt
all. But reading ten or a dozen verses, andthenread anot her mané6és comment s
easily become like walking on crutches. It is important to develop your own spiritual muscles, by

thinking out your own comments on what you read.

The best way to use a commentary is to treat it as a last resort. Always begin by seeing what
you can get out of a passage yoursel f. I f s ome
really stuck, then see if you can find an explanation in your commentary. And always remember
that commentators are only human, jlike the rest of us. Never take it for granted that
everything you read in a commentary is correct.

Is It Really Necessary?

Well meaning people give all sorts of reasons for not reading the Bible.

iSalvation is by faith, not by Bible study. I 6
ifiThe essence of Christianity is | ove, and unse
benefits the person studying. I believe itbds be

home studying the Bible. o

iTeh Christian religion is centred on a divine F
There is some truth in these remarks. Salvation is indeed by faith. Christianity certainly is a

religion of unselfishness. It undoubtedly does centre on Jesus Christ. But does it follow that

Bible reading is unnecessary? Or is there a good reason for every man and woman to read the

Bible?

Letdbs stop for a moment and see how we reached
addressed to people who lacked faith in the Bible. Part Ove them some reasons why they
should believe; Part Two disposed of some of the excuses for unbelief. But that did not settle the
issue. There is only one way for a person to decide finally whether he believes the Bible or not:
he must read the Bible diligently for himself.

This is because Bible study will help to create faith in those who lack it, and strengthen the
faith of those who already possess it. But it does even more than that. Consider these words of
the apostle Paul:

AiThou hast k mriptwres, vihibheare lale ty make thee wise unto salvation,
through faith which is in Christ Jesus. All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is
profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteegs: that the
man of God may be perfect, tHroughly furnished

In other words, the Bible brings men and women to Jesus Christ.
It helps them to live better lives. It develops Christian chardsible reading generates love, as
well as faith in Chris

That, at least, is what Paul claims. But is this true? Does the Bible really have this power, to
transform the hearts, the minds, the lives, the characters, of those who read it?
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This book has asked, and tried to answer, many questions about the Bible. This question is the
greatest of them all. The one remamchapter will be devoted to it.
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27
A Power in the Earth

The three of us walked down anlili side street in an Eastern European city. Carl and Jan spoke
to me in undertones, glancing fuely over their shoulders from time to time, to make sure we
could not be overheard.

Jan was carrying a large bag. It looked as if it could have held guns, or explosives. By all
appearances we could have been plotting some act of violence against the State.

But appearances were deceptive. The bag contained nothing but Bibles and Christian
literature. We were discussing ways of spreading the gospel behind the Iron Curtain.
Nevertheless, this was a risky business for Carl and Jan. Jan had already beerarmm@ught
punished for smuggling Bibles into the country from the West, and another conviction for
Asubversive activitieso could lead to a |l ong pri

In every communist country men like Carl and Jan are risking their liberty to distribute the
Bible. They have various sources of supply:

Bibles smuggled in from the West; Bibles printed secretly on pvieniprinting presses or
duplicators concealed in private houses; even Bibles written out by hand with the aid of carbon

paper.

Savage persecution $i;ot stopped them. Many of them have spent long periods in prison;
some have died through the hardships inflicted on them. But the work goes on. Those who are
imprisoned comfort themselves with the words that Paul wrote from a Roman gaol:

il am

e to hardship, even to the point
the Word

Xposed
of Gdd is not shut wup!o
| asked Carl who were winning, the Bidbelievers or the comunist authorities.
Ailn this country our numbawithaspardeinhiseyeeHissi ng st ec¢
face clouded a |ittle. Aln Russia things are morl
there, but it cannot get enough Bibles to feed upon. The Russian government is more efficient
than ours in the battle to suppress the Bible. But despite everything, the Book is still circulating
in Russia. And you should see how the Power of God works in those Russians who are able to
read it!o

The Bible in History
No one can say how the circulation of the Bible in comistuands may influence the history of
our times. But one thing is certain. The Bible has already had far more influence on the history of
mankind than any other bodke writings of Karl Marx not excepted.
The historian, Lecky, was an unbeliever. Yet he felt obliged to write:
ifiThe simple record of three short years of ac

has done more to regenerate and to soften mankind, than all the disquisitions of philosophers
and than all the exhortations of moraliéts.
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In his heyday Napoleon was the most powerful ruler the earth had ever seen. Yet he
recognised a power greater than his own, when he said:

fiThe Bible is lviogpowen @ abockhngher s€all who oppo:

Only very rarely has a whole community taken the Bible to its heart. But when this has
happened, the results have been dramatic. Before the Bible came to Fiji its inhabitants were
cannibals, feared throughout the South Pacific for their cruelty. Then missionaries came, taught
the Fijians to read, and gave them a Bible in their own language. Within a generation Fiji became
a land of peace and friesldip.

On other occasions the Bible has been only one of several factors influencing history at the
same time. The Protestant Reformation is perhaps the best example of this. Some of the
reformers were true men of the Bible, prepared
service. Some were men of mixed motives. Others were little more than political schemers in
disguise, prepared toash their hands with blood to achieve their own ends.

It would be ridiculous to blame the Bible for the crimes of such men. Instead, we should be
thankful that in that age, and in every age since, the scene was lightened by a minority of real
Biblebel i ever s. Wit hout their influence the histor

Power in the Heart

One day in 1940 a Korean pastor of the name of Son was sent to prison by the Japanese
authorities® His crime: refusing to bow down and worship atarstei t o t he Japanese
Emperor o.

His wife was allowed to spend a few precious moments with him before the guard took him

away. She opened a Bible, and urged him never to yield. Her finger pointed out a verse as she

spoke: fiBe thou faithful unto®death, and | will
Pastor Son endured years of suffering, first under the Japanese and later under the Chinese

communists. But he never did give in. That verse, and others like it, made him feel he could face

anything. Like many ano#ir man in distress, he found that the Bible in the mind is a power in

the heart.

A few years ago my friend John wrote to me from another continent, and told me that he was
now separated from his wife. A series of little incidents had led to a bitter quarrel, in which he
was sure he was in the right. His wife had gone home to her parents and said she would never
return unless he apologised. Since he considered he had nothing to apologise for, the result was a
deadlock. The situation looked hopeless.

| wrote and told him that, whether he was in the right or not, his Christian duty was to humble
hi msel f before his wife for the sake of peace.
worl d where the person in the right has to give
of Paul:

Awhy do vye not rat her take wrong? Why do ye
defrauded?o
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